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ABSTRACT 
Despite the critical importance of writing proficiency for success in higher 
education and the workplace (National Commission on Writing, 2003, 2004, 2005), 
writing achievement has remained stagnant for a number of years. Despite being 
firmly grounded in tenets of effective instruction (Graham & Perin, 2002) the widely 
used writer's workshop model (Calkins, 1994) has not produced the elevated 
achievement in writing that one might expect from such a program. An examination 
of what might account for the lower than expected gains led to speculation that the 
workshop model might not provide struggling writers sufficient opportunities to 
receive intensive and individualized instruction focused on their particular writing 
needs. This study examined the use of teacher-mediated, guided-writing groups as 
part of a traditional writer's workshop to explore how this context might mediate 
the difficulties experienced by struggling writers. 
A collective case-study approach generated a rich description of how four, 
struggling, fourth-grade writers experienced guided-writing groups and provided 
insight into how they applied taught strategies to their work during one personal 
viii 
narrative unit. Data sources were: writing samples, semi-structured student 
interviews, in-process writing interviews, videotaped guided-writing and whole 
class lessons, writing conference notes, and field notes. Writing samples were coded 
for revising and editing behaviors. All other data sources were open-coded, with a 
search for emerging themes. Findings indicated: (a) Participants improved in their 
overall writing performance and application of new strategies; however, strategy 
improvement varied according to the particular strategies taught during guided 
writing; (b) Participants grew in their ability to make text-level changes to their 
work; (c) Participants progressed toward independent application of new 
strategies; (d) Participants perceived guided-writing instruction as the source of 
their learning (as opposed to whole-class instruction); (e) The teacher's 
instructional actions and use of self-regulatory language differed between the 
guided-writing and whole-class contexts. During guided writing, the teacher 
provided frequent explanations and opportunities for guided practice, followed by 
assignment to students' own writing. Further, the teacher frequently used 
conditional language (when and how to apply a strategy). The author concluded 
that adding guided-writing groups to writer's workshop may improve struggling 
writers' application of target strategies. 
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CHAPTER I 
Statement of the Problem 
Proficient writing is a critical life skill. When students do not develop the 
ability to write well, the impact reaches far beyond the walls of the classroom. 
Reports from the National Commission on Writing (NCW) (2003, 2004, 2005) make 
it clear that students must be able to write well to meet the demands of higher 
education, successfully communicate in the workplace, and move vertically in 
company hierarchies. After surveying the human resources departments of 120 
major American corporations regarding the importance of writing in the workplace, 
the NCW published their findings in Writing: A Ticket to Work or a Ticket Out 
(2004). Perhaps the most important conclusion from this report is that writing in 
the workplace is a "threshold skill" (p. 3). A large proportion of the company 
representatives interviewed considered writing proficiency during the hiring 
process, as well as when considering promotions. Further, results indicate that, 
"two thirds of salaried employees in large American companies have some writing 
responsibility" (p. 3). The demands of today's workplace environment require the 
ability to write for a variety of reasons, from countless daily emails to lengthy 
technical reports. U. S. educators are charged with the task of preparing students to 
successfully navigate these demands. 
Despite the critical importance of writing proficiency for success in higher 
education and the workplace, the writing achievement of early-adolescent learners 
in the U.S. has remained stagnant for a number of years. In fact, recent scores on 
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the National Assessmen t of Educational Progress (NAEP) indicate that, since 2007, 
grade 8 writing scores 1ave actually dropped by 7%, with only 24% of students 
scoring at or above the proficient level. Further, just 3% of students scored at the 
advanced level (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). Of greater concern 
is the pervasive gap in achievement that continues to exist for minority populations. 
Scores show that Blad and Hispanic students' writing achievement lags behind 
their White peers by approximately 20 percentage points (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2011). 
This stagnation in achievement scores remains, despite a consistent research 
focus on writing over the past four decades. Beginning in the 1970s, a number of 
educational researchers (e.g., Elbow, 1973; Graves, 1983; Murray 1968; 
Shaughnessy, 1979) brought widespread attention to the striking difference 
between adult compming processes and the ways in which children were asked to 
engage in writing in school, particularly the emphasis placed on completion of 
assigned tasks. Collec tively, they argued for what became known as the process 
approach- a more natJralistic approach to writing (Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2006). 
This approach to writing had three fundamental characteristics. First, children 
would proceed through the stages of the writing process: planning, drafting, 
revising, editing and publishing, recursively, offering children the opportunity to 
reflect on and strengthen their work throughout the writing process. 
Second, writing instruction would be grounded in a sociocultural approach to 
learning (Britton, 1969; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). Sociocultural theorists 
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acknowledged the unique backgrounds children bring to the classroom and viewed 
writing as the product of a complex interaction between the writer and the reader, 
each influencing the final product. Children were encouraged to share with peers as 
they composed, and the teacher functioned as a collaborator, rather than as the 
holder of knowledge, guiding students through the steps of the writing process. 
Central to this interaction between the students and teacher is what 
Vygotsky (1986) termed the "zone of proximal development" (ZPD). He explained 
that what a child is capable of understanding with the guidance of a more 
knowledgeable other, in this case the teacher, is far greater than what the child can 
do alone. Thus, in the writing process model, the teacher acted as both guide and 
collaborator in order to support students as they grew in their writing proficiency. 
The final tenet of a process approach to writing was topic selection. Children 
were encouraged to write from their experiences rather than responding to 
assigned topics, just as adult writers mine their personal lives for ideas and 
inspiration. Encouraging children to write about what they knew also honored the 
background and experiences children brought to the task of writing. 
This new focus on process over product swept American schools; however, 
what the creators of the process approach intended and how textbook publishers 
packaged process writing were divergent. When implemented on a widespread 
scale, the steps of the writing process became prescriptive and linear rather than 
recursive (Honeycutt & Pritchard, 2006); and because of this, process writing began 
to mirror more traditional forms of instruction where children were assigned tasks 
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to complete. 
Hillocks (1984) brought attention to the issues plaguing American writing 
instruction in his seminal review of the writing literature from 1963 to 1982. He 
reported that three modes of instruction dominated writing classrooms in the U. S.: 
the presentational, the natural process, and the environmental. By far, the 
presentational mode, in which the teacher is the focus of the classroom, and the 
students are passive recipients of information, dominated the field. Not 
surprisingly, this approach was also found to be the least effective method of 
instruction in terms of student achievement. In the natural model, similar to the 
original writing process model, students are provided with opportunities to share 
with their teacher and peers. and encouraged to revise throughout the drafting 
phase of writing. This recursive model of instruction was found to be approximately 
50 percent more effective than the presentational mode; however, still absent in the 
natural mode were the elements of explicit instruction and advanced teacher 
planning in accordance with students' developing skills. 
This deficit was addressed in the third, and most effective instructional 
routine, the environmental mode. This method of instruction valued discussion and 
sharing but also placed "priority on structured problem-solving activities, with clear 
objectives, planned to enable students to deal with similar problems in composing" 
(Hillocks, 1984, p. 160). The environmental mode represented a shift in the process 
writing approach from a purely sociocultural perspective to a sociocognitive 
perspective (Freedman, Dyson, Flower, & Chafe, 1987; Langer, 1986), which valued 
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the social construction of knowledge but also emphasized explicit teaching of skills 
and strategies. While found to be four times more effective than the presentational 
mode and three times more effective than the natural process mode, Hillocks (1984) 
reported that the environmental mode was not widespread in American schools. He 
argued that explicit instruction and careful planning are necessary components of 
writing instruction that will raise student achievement and criticized the way the 
process approach had been interpreted in American schools. He stated: 
For over a decade, authorities in the field have been caught up in the "writing 
as process" model, which calls for exploratory talk, followed by free writing, 
reading by or for an audience of peers, comments from peers and revision. 
The teacher's role is simply to facilitate this process- not to make specific 
assignments, not to help student learn criteria for judging writing, not to 
structure classroom activities based on specific objectives as in the 
environmental treatment, not to provide exercises in manipulating syntax, 
not to design activities that engage students in identifiable processes of 
examining data. (p. 162) 
Thus, Hillocks emphasized the critical role of the teacher in the effective writing 
classroom. Rather than simply a collaborator, Hillocks cast the teacher as a careful 
investigator and planner, crafting writing lessons deliberately in order to address 
student needs. Hillock's review brought widespread attention to the critical 
element of explicit instruction that was missing in most writing classrooms. 
In his classic text, Writing: Teachers and Children at Work, Graves (1983, 
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2003) proposed a refined model of process writing that addressed the explicit 
instructional gap through the addition of individual student/teacher conferences 
that occurred throughout the writing process. Graves' work was a response to the 
misinterpretation of the process writing model that emphasized task completion 
over idea creation. He argued that the individual learner is absent in this type of 
approach and that teachers place "unnecessary roadblocks" (p. 3) in the way when 
they take the control for writing out of the hands of children and devalue personal 
experience. Instead, Graves proposed a model of teaching writing that placed the 
child at the center, valued individual voice, and emphasized the learning that occurs 
when children have focused discussions with each other and their teacher. 
Perhaps most important in this work was Graves' (1983) explanation of the 
role of the writing conference. He explained that, when children are encouraged to 
talk, the teacher learns critical information about the child's experiences as a writer 
and learner, which provides an entry point into the writer's thinking. As teachers 
come to know the writers in their classrooms, they are better able to intervene in a 
helpful manner and provide the strategic instruction that will bridge the gap 
between what a child can do independently and what the child is capable of doing 
with expert guidance (Rogoff & Gardner, 1984; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). Graves 
emphasized that talk is critical for students to make discoveries about their writing 
and hone their skills as writers. 
Building on Graves' work, Atwell (1987) and Calkins (1986, 1994) 
introduced the mini lesson as a way to explicitly teach writing strategies to the 
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entire class, rather than during conferences alone. Calkins (1994) explained that 
these short, focused lessons are instructional tools that can be used to raise a 
concern, explore an issue, model a technique, or reinforce a strategy (p. 193). She 
described mini lessons as either structural, dealing with the overall routine of 
writer's workshop, or functional, explicating the specific skills required to write in a 
given genre. 
This added attention to strategy instruction was entirely consistent with 
research on strategy development in reading (Pearson & Dole, 1987), specifically, 
the gradual release model of instruction proposed by Pearson and Gallagher (1984). 
Pearson and Gallagher found that effective instruction includes three stages: 
modeling, guided practice, and independent practice. In the context of writing 
instruction, the period of guided practice, which is a time when students share the 
responsibility for composing with the teacher, fills the gap between instruction and 
independent application (Rogoff & Gardener, 1984; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) and 
allows students to attain new strategies gradually and with appropriate support. 
Whole class mini-lessons and individual student conferences, then, became the 
expected setting for explicit strategy instruction during writing-process instruction. 
Calkins (1994) also clarified the purpose and use of the writer's notebook 
(Graves, 1983), described by Calkins as, "places for rehearsal. They are seed beds 
out of which rough drafts grow" (p. 24). In these notebooks students are not 
expected to progress rigidly through the writing process: brainstorming, drafting, 
revising, editing, and publishing. Rather, these notebooks are places to try out ideas, 
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to reflect and refine-essentially a place for exploration of ideas. 
Finally, relative to the upper elementary and middle school grades, Calkins' 
(1994) emphasized that, after grade three, the role of the teacher is to build a 
learning community. Calkins described early adolescent learners as having unique 
learning needs, and a particular concern for and with their social surroundings. She 
suggested talk as a way to give upper-grade students the social opportunities they 
seek while staying focused on the task of writing. She explained, "If we give upper 
elementary children the chance to talk about their thinking, writing, and reading 
processes, many of them will become astonishingly articulate about their fleeting, 
intangible mental activities" (p. 149). Thus, she underscored the importance of 
structured interactions with the teacher and with each other as critical components 
in a writer's workshop model. 
By the mid 1990s, the Writer's Workshop model (Calkins, 1994) was popular 
across America's classrooms. This model was grounded in three major tenets of 
effective instruction: 1) social collaboration, 2) explicit strategy instruction, and 3) 
the gradual release of responsibility for new cognitive strategies. When 
implemented with fidelity, Writer's Workshop included the following components: 
a predictable structure, mini-lessons, work time (writing and conferring), share 
sessions, and publication celebrations. 
Given the four decades of research and theory that informed the Writer's 
Workshop model, onP would anticipate that, as the model gained popularity in 
American schools, student writing scores would show significant gains; however, 
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the anticipated gains in achievement have not followed widespread implementation 
of Writer's Workshop. In fact, recent NAEP data (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2011) indicate that students' writing performance has remained largely 
stagnant over the past 20 years. 
To understand the stagnation of writing scores, and propose more effective 
instructional methods, Graham and Perin (2003), conducted a meta-analysis of 
studies completed since Hillocks' (1984) seminal review, and their findings led them 
to propose 11 recommendations for teaching writing (Graham & Perin, 2007). 
Several of the recommendations (e.g., providing teacher feedback, studying writing 
models, teaching writing strategies) had long been an integral part of the Writer's 
Workshop model, making the causes of persistent low achievement in writing 
difficult to understand. 
However, one finding stood out as especially powerful and potentially 
explanatory. Graham and Perin (2007) reported that collaborative writing- defined 
as, "instructional arrangements in which adolescents work together to plan, draft, 
and revise their compositions" (p. 4)- had a remarkably strong positive impact on 
student performance, with an overall effect size of 0.75. Although peer conferences 
are part of the workshop model, students do not routinely work together as they 
draft and apply new strategies. In addition, although the formation of small groups 
is suggested as part of workshop instruction (e.g., Calkins & Martin ell, 2006), this 
practice has not been presented as a fundamental part of the model. 
It might be, then, that the sort of peer interaction that has become integral to 
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Writer's Workshop is insufficient to influence further writing development 
especially for struggling readers, but what might be missing? Might it be that for 
collaborative writing to be productive, it requires not only opportunities for social 
interaction, a core component of productive writing contexts (e.g., Britton, 1969) 
that is present in peer conferences, but also greater opportunity for modeling and 
guided practice of important writing strategies? If so, the collaborative writing 
context would demand that developing writers interact with "a more capable other" 
(Vygostky, 1986). This is not necessarily the case in peer conferences. Furthermore, 
in a context in which a writer is effectively scaffolded, there are likely to be many 
opportunities for "give and take" or active engagement, and this could increase the 
intensity of learning opportunities, another important component for achieving 
substantial learning gains (e.g., Torgeson. 2004). This too, is likely to be absent from 
peer conferences in which partners might not be paired to serve as instructional 
helpers or mediators. 
To explore these suppositions, I next turned to the research on teacher-
mediated, writing groups. A thorough search of the writing literature yielded a 
dearth of research dedicated to using small groups in the writing classroom. I 
located no studies of this type with early adolescent learners. One small study 
(Gibson, 2008) found positive effects on young writers' strategy use when children 
met in small groups for teacher-mediated instruction. 
Returning to the persistent low levels of writing achievement, I speculated 
that in the context of a largely whole-class model for introduction of writing 
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strategies, the specific needs of struggling students may go unnoticed, resulting in 
insufficient instruction and time for students to practice and master new strategies. 
Considering the work of Gibson (2008), I wondered if writing achievement of 
struggling upper-elementary-grade writers might be improved if small-group 
instruction, characterized by both teacher mediation and peer collaboration, 
became an instructional routine in writing. 
Understanding the effect of small group, teacher-mediated instruction, is the 
focus of my study. The intention was not to question the documented benefits of the 
models of writer's workshop that are routinely grounded in whole class instruction 
(Atwell, 1987, 1997; Calkins, 1986, 1994; Graves 1983, 2003). When implemented 
as intended, Writer's Workshop offers students collaborative opportunities to 
discuss their writing; encourages expression of ideas and depth of thinking; and 
teaches students to value writing, including having more positive perceptions of 
themselves as writers. Even with these advantages, though, it is clear that many 
students fail to reach the levels of writing proficiency demanded in and out of 
school. The purpose of this study, then, was to understand if adding guided-writing 
groups to a traditional Writer's workshop would build on the instruction provided 
during whole-group instruction such that struggling writers would more readily 
apply target strategies to their own writing. 
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This study was designed to answer the following research questions: 
1. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a 
part of writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in overall 
writing quality? 
2. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a 
part of writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in writing 
behaviors? 
3. What are the perceptions of struggling writers about the effectiveness 
of guided-writing groups? 
4. Does teacher talk differ in the context of whole-class instruction and 
guided-writing groups? 
In the literature review that follows, I report in detail the theory and 
research that informed this study. The review is organized in three sections. The 
first describes the sociocognitive theory that underlies the teaching and learning of 
writing. Next, the research on process writing and, more specifically, the teaching of 
specific writing strategies within a model of process writing, is reviewed. Lastly, 
Gibson's (2008) study of teacher-teacher mediated writing groups is explored to 
make it clear that further research is needed In the use of guided writing groups 
with early adolescent students. 
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Definition of Terms 
Guided writing is an instructional arrangement in which temporary groups 
of students are brought together to address a common writing need. 
Process writing refers to a method of teaching writing in which students 
proceed through the stages of the writing process, planning, drafting, revising, 
editing and publishing, recursively. 
Writer's Workshop is a specific method of process writing instruction that 
includes the following components: a predictable structure, mini-lessons, work 
time (writing and conferring), share sessions, and publication celebrations. 
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CHAPTER II 
Review of the Literature 
This study grew out of a concern that, despite several decades of 
instructional change aimed at improving writing instruction, the writing 
achievement of early adolescent learners in the U. S. has shown little improvement. 
This persistent outcome is perplexing, especially in the face of a recent, meta-
analytic review of writing research (Graham and Perin, 2007) that confirmed that 
the predominant approach to teaching writing in most elementary and middle-
school classrooms is largely consistent with findings of best practice. However, one 
finding in particular may help explain the lack of meaningful progress. Graham and 
Perin reported that collaborative writing, in which students collaborate while 
applying new strategies but compose texts independently, has an especially strong 
effect on writing outcomes. 
To begin, I turned first to sociocultural theory to understand the relationship 
between student collaboration in the classroom and academic performance. 
Following the exploration of sociocognitive theory, I looked to studies of writing 
instruction to understand and characterize effective instructional routines and 
experiences. The pool of studies selected was limited to those published in refereed 
journals that pertained to students in the target grades ( 4 through 8). In the event 
that studies included students both within and outside this range, they were 
included if they revealed findings that were pertinent to early adolescent learners. 
A thorough search of the references within each article was conducted. 
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Lastly, I examined grouping practices during writing instruction in upper 
elementary classrooms. This search was limited to studies of teacher-mediated 
instruction during a small-group context. No such studies conducted with early 
adolescent learners were located; however Gibson's (2008) study with second 
graders met these criteria. It has been included to speculate about how similar 
positive results might be obtained with early adolescent learners. 
A Sociocognitive Approach to Instruction 
The proposed research is grounded in a sociocognitive approach to 
instruction, which assumes that the learner does not act alone in approaching 
academic tasks. Rather, what the student understands is influenced by both social 
and cognitive factors in the classroom. This understanding stems from the work of 
sociocultural theorists who have determined that social interaction influences what 
children learn. 
Sociocultural background. In his seminal works, Mind and Society (1978) 
and Thought and Language (1986), Vygotsky challenged the view that learners 
progress through rigid stages of development. Rather, he argued that learners move 
towards higher levels of understanding when they are guided by a more 
knowledgeable other. Vygotsky (1978, 1986) explained that the role of a teacher is 
to focus instruction within a student's zone of proximal development (ZPD), defined 
as, "the discrepancy between a child's actual mental age and the level he reaches in 
solving problems with assistance" (1986, p. 187). Thus, Vygotsky argued, 
understanding does not depend on having reached discrete developmental stage, 
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but rather, learning develops through collaboration between the teacher and 
student. The role of the teacher within this collaborative relationship is to know at 
what point instruction in a new concept is feasible for a child and provide 
instruction accordingly. 
To explain the benefits of teaching within the ZPD, Vygotsky (1986) 
expanded upon the findings of a study dealing with the formation of spontaneous 
concepts, those derived from life experiences, and scientific concepts, those derived 
from systematic school instruction. He observed that both second and fourth-grade 
students displayed understanding of scientific concepts in advance of spontaneous 
concepts. Vygotsky argued that this behavior indicates that students become more 
capable of reasoning about the world around them as they grow in their 
understanding of the concrete skills and information taught in school. 
Based on these observations, Vygotsky (1986) argued against the efficacy of 
direct, whole class instruction. He stated that teaching all students the same 
material in a predictable fashion will only lead children to imitate or "parrot" the 
teacher's knowledge (p. 148) and will not produce deep understanding. Rather, an 
intermediary step is necessary to bridge what the teacher understands with what 
the child understands. This intermediary step is guidance and discussion with a 
more knowledgeable other. According to Vygotsky (1986), "What the child can do 
in cooperation today, he can do alone tomorrow. Therefore, the only good kind of 
instruction is that which marches ahead of development and leads it" (p. 188). 
Because children differ in the instruction that will be most beneficial to them at any 
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given time, whole-class lessons on the same topic can be both inefficient and 
ineffective. 
Vygotsky (1986) explained that the match between instruction and the 
individual is not only necessary to assist children in developing rich understandings 
of new concepts but also because it provides students with the motivation to learn. 
This motivation is particularly critical for writing. By comparing learning to write 
with learning to speak, Vygotsky made the complexity and cognitive challenge of 
writing clear. When children speak, they have an audience and a reason to convey a 
message. Further, a conversation is replete with nonverbal gestures that carry 
meaning. Conversely, "writing requires a double abstraction: abstraction from the 
sound of speech and abstraction from the interlocutor" (p. 181). Thus, it is 
particularly critical for students to perceive a need to write to cope with the intense 
cognitive demands of writing. Vygotsky concluded that writing must be both 
relevant and meaningful to the child to inspire the motivation to overcome its many 
challenges. This claim supports the need to instruct students in cognitive strategies 
that will be most useful to them at any given time, rather than presenting an entire 
class with the same instructional sequence. 
Further evidence of the importance of a collaborative approach to writing 
instruction is drawn from the work of Britton (1969). He challenged the long-held 
belief that, "We teach and they learn" (p. 91). He argued that, while this is the 
fundamental purpose of instruction, lessons do not always have their intended 
effect; all students seem to learn different material at different rates, and some 
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students struggle to a greater extent than others. He offered talk as a solution to 
this problem. Through several transcripts of student conversations, Britton 
provided evidence that, students use talk to solve problems, come to consensus, and 
evaluate and revise their thinking. 
Like Vygotsky (1978, 1986), Britton (1969) explained that the role of the 
teacher in classroom talk is "entering into the talk at the right moment and in the 
right way" (p. 111), meaning that the teacher interacts, not to dominate the 
conversation or control the point of view, but to offer guidance and elicit personal 
response. When students are engaged in a group discussion, interacting around a 
specific goal, their thinking is transformative. In Britton's words, participants in a 
discussion often come to "a. group effort at understanding" (p. 107). In order to 
clarify this description, Britton recounted a conversation between adolescent girls 
to show how the ideas offered by each participant served to shape and alter the 
course of the discussion, leading them to a conclusion they could not have reached 
alone. 
Rogoff (1990) and Rogoff and Gardner (1984) expanded on the active role of 
the child when working with a more knowledgeable adult. Rogoff drew from her 
ethnographic research on Mayan families in San Pedro to illustrate that, from their 
earliest years, children learn through social interaction, which she terms a 
"cognitive apprenticeship" (p. vii). By providing detailed descriptions of early 
childhood social learning episodes, she showed how children learn by observing and 
participating in activities with more skilled members of their community. Through 
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these descriptions, Rogoff made the case that learning cannot be separated from 
cognitive, affective, and social processes. 
Following her characterization of early childhood learning, Rogoff (1990) 
turned to a discussion of the American education system. She faulted American 
education for overemphasizing the role of the individual, and explained that this 
tendency is in conflict with the ways children have been taught to learn up to the 
point of entering into formal education. Rogoff emphasized the need for instruction 
that values collaboration and mirrors the process of interaction through which 
children proceed as they learn to become members of their home communities. 
Rogoff argued that instruction that does not allow for discussion, and guidance, is in 
conflict with children's understanding of the process of learning. 
Rogoff (1990) used the term "guided participation" (p. 8) to explain how 
caregivers and children interact, and explained that teachers should engage in a 
similar process. According to Rogoff, guided participation 
involves children and their caregivers and companions in the collaborative 
processes of: 1) building bridges from children's present understanding and 
skills to reach new understanding and skills, and 2) arranging and 
structuring children's participation in activities, with dynamic shifts over the 
development in children's responsibilities. (p. 8) 
Assuming this model, the role of the teacher is to link new learning with what is 
already known through a process of shared problem-solving and then to gradually 
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decrease scaffolding as children assume responsibility for more complex tasks, just 
as caregivers do as children grow in their understanding and abilities. 
A sociocognitive approach to literacy. Langer's (1986) seminal work built 
on the findings of sociocultural theorists to define a sociocognitive view of literacy. 
Her work was motivated by two factors: 1) the inherent flaws in a purely functional 
view of literacy, defined as "the ability to participate in the reading and writing 
demands of everyday living in modern society" (p. 2), and 2) the results of emerging 
national writing assessments indicating that American students lacked the critical 
thinking skills to write effectively. In contrast to a traditional functional view of 
literacy, Langer explained literacy as a tool. She contended that previous definitions 
of literacy ignored both social and cultural factors and, instead, she characterized 
literacy as 
an activity, a way of thinking, not a set of skills. And it is a purposeful activity 
- people read, write, talk, arid think about real ideas and information in order 
to ponder and extend what they know, to communicate with others to 
present their points of view, and to understand and be understood. (p. 7) 
Conceptualizing literacy in this way extends far beyond the need for basic literacy in 
our daily lives. It is this communicative and shared nature of literacy that fosters 
the development of critical literacy, which involves both thinking and reasoning. 
Langer (1986) cited the advent of the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) as the impetus for demanding both a new conception of literacy 
and new ways of teaching writing. The first NAEP scores showed that U. S. students 
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displayed a fundamental difficulty with critical thinking skills when writing. Langer 
and others (Applebee, 1981; Graves, 1978) pointed to substandard instruction to 
explain this deficit. According to these researchers, writing instruction in U. S. 
schools had been reduced to teaching a series of subskills and workbook exercises, 
producing an environment where students were seldom asked to engage in 
authentic, thought-provoking composition. NAEP results made clear that, while 
students could achieve basic levels of literacy with this type of instruction, they 
were not developing the ability to think and write critically, using literacy as a tool 
to create, negotiate, defend, and extend ideas. Thus, Langer explained the need for a 
new model of teaching writing, one in which the student took an active role in the 
construction of knowledge. She proposed that such a model would lead children to 
become more thoughtful in the ways they were capable of applying their literacy 
ability. 
Langer (1986) called this new model a "sociocognitive view of literacy" (p. 3), 
a view that assumes that literacy learning is influenced by both social and cognitive 
factors. The social factors at play in a classroom include all of the incidental 
discussions, questions, and critiques that are possible as a result of children being 
given the opportunities to interact with each other and their teacher. Through these 
interactions, students learn how to use literacy and value literacy in a given 
classroom. Within this larger social context, the cognitive aspects, or skills and 
strategies, are presented. The most powerful instruction capitalizes on social 
interaction while providing students with sound instruction that will propel their 
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cognitive abilities forward. 
Because interaction and collaboration are integral parts of a sociocognitive 
perspective, the role of both the teacher and the students is recast in comparison to 
whole class, teacher-directed models of teaching writing. Langer (1986) elaborated 
on two assumptions for instruction: 1) Tasks must be both personally and socially 
meaningful to students, and 2) teachers must provide students with the cognitive 
strategies that are most appropriate for their current level of understanding. She 
explained the necessity of teachers "paying more attention to the structure of the 
tasks that students are asked to undertake, so that direct instruction in needed skills 
will be provided as part of each task at the point where it is needed" (p. 26). 
Freedman, Dyson, Flower, and Chaffe (1987) extended sociocognitive theory 
to include not only the conduct of teaching but also the conduct of research. They 
reviewed research from the 1970s and 1980s and concluded that two detrimental 
schisms existed. Studies of process had been separated from studies of product, and 
studies of context were becoming separated from studies of cognition. They argued 
for an integrative approach, a social-cognitive theory of writing that would merge 
and extend research on process, product, and context. 
A Process Approach to Writing 
Following the publication of Writing: Teachers and Children at Work (Graves, 
1983), the process approach to writing grew in popularity becoming the most 
widely used approach in classrooms across the U.S. (Graham & Sandmel, 2011). 
Process writing is defined as writing instruction in which students proceed through 
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planning, drafting, revising, and publication. The purpose of a process approach to 
writing instruction is for students to develop independent writing routines and 
problem-solving skills (Goldstein & Carr, 1996). 
Goldstein and Carr's (1996) analysis of the 1992 NAEP results indicated that 
students who reported routinely engaging in the elements of process writing scored 
significantly better on the NAEP writing assessment than students who reported not 
engaging in these tasks. A representative national sample of 7,000 fourth-grade 
students, 11,000 eighth-grade students, and 11,500 twelfth-grade students were 
surveyed. They were asked to rate the extent to which their teachers asked them to 
plan, outline, define their purpose, utilize sources, and write multiple drafts. Results 
supported the hypothesis that, "several process writing techniques are associated 
with higher writing proficiency skills" (p. 6). 
Varble (1990) compared traditional, skills-based, writing instruction with 
whole language writing instruction, which mirrored the process approach. She 
defined traditional instruction as having the following components: emphasis on 
product, assignment of topic by teacher, formal evaluation, and emphasis on correct 
spelling and punctuation. Conversely, she characterized whole language, or process, 
instruction as emphasizing: process, choice, social context, invented spelling, 
student experience, and student definition of purpose (p. 246). She compared the 
writing performance of second and sixth-grade students whose teachers reported 
using either a traditional or process approach consistently for at least one 
instructional year, as determined by The Writing Instruction Information Sheet, a 
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teacher survey. Participants were 248 students in seven schools in Western 
Indiana. Of 120 second-grade students, 62 received whole language instruction and 
58 received traditional instruction, and of 128 sixth-grade students, 62 received 
whole language instruction and 66 traditional. 
To assess the on-demand writing ability of students who routinely 
participated in process writing in comparison with those receiving traditional 
instruction, students were asked to write for 45 minutes, which included 15 minutes 
for prewriting and 30 minutes for writing a story. Second graders listened first to a 
fantasy story and were asked to write in the same genre, while sixth graders were 
read a mystery story and asked to write a similar story. Student stories were rated 
for both content and mechanics. 
Findings showed that second graders who were routinely exposed to a 
process approach to writing instruction scored significantly higher than their peers 
receiving traditional instruction; however, sixth-grade students displayed no 
difference on either measure. Although Varble (1990) speculated that this 
discrepancy could be affected by the writing instruction students had experienced in 
previous years, another explanation is that students had difficulty with the task due 
to the absence of explicit instruction in the genre. 
Explicit strategy instruction in the writer's workshop. In The Art of 
Teaching Writing Calkins (1994) explored the addition of explicit instruction to the 
writer's workshop. She made clear that, to be effective, writer's workshop demands 
structure, predictability, and explicit instruction. She cautioned teachers that simply 
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providing students with time to write and encouraging them to proceed through the 
steps of the writing process, in a linear fashion, would not produce optimal 
achievement gains or encourage critical thinking while composing. 
A large body of research supporting explicit instruction in writing strategies 
exists. The following studies led to the most critical outcomes and include findings 
pertinent to both mainstream and diverse populations. Due to the fact that a large 
majority of the writing strategies students are taught are aimed at improvement 
across a draft, or revision, those studies that specifically deal with explicitly teaching 
revision are presented together. 
Scardamalia, Bereiter, and Steinbach (1984) characterized the expert writer 
as one who is involved in constant problem solving. They contrast this 
characterization with that of the novice student writer who more often engages in 
one-directional "knowledge telling" (p. 17 4) and displays little reflection during the 
composing process. Scardamalia et al. (1984) cite the work of Newell (1980) to 
explain the notion of "problem spaces" while writing. To summarize, writing takes 
place in two types of problem spaces: the content space, the beliefs of the writer; 
and the rhetorical space, the actual text production. Thus, expert writers are 
engaged in a constant interplay between ideas and text production, which requires 
active problem solving while composing. 
Scardamalia et al. (1984) noted the dearth of evidence regarding explicit 
teacher modeling of writing strategies and sought to determine if modeling writing 
strategies could enable students to "sustain reflective processes in composition 
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independently" (p. 17 4 ). They selected two classrooms of sixth-grade students. The 
experimental class (n = 30) was taught to use prescribed phrases to initiate self-
questioning at the planning level. These phrases, printed on cue cards, were initially 
modeled by the instructors. Then, students were taught to select and use phrases 
that would address particular issues in their writing, which they, in turn, modeled 
for their peers. Instruction occurred twice a week for fifteen weeks and included 
modeling, explicit instruction, and assessment of pre-and post-opinion and 
exposition essays. Control students (n = 32) were given an equal amount oftime to 
write and encouraged by their teacher to plan and do their best writing. 
Following the intervention, AN OVA revealed significant differences in 
reflective thinking favoring the experimental group. Anecdotal data also suggested 
pertinent findings. Researchers observed that students in the experimental group 
enjoyed the collaborative nature of planning in front of peers, increased their ability 
to recognize inconsistencies at the planning level, increased their ability to set and 
monitor goals, were more reflective in their use of information sources, and were 
able to sustain planning for a long period of time. Scardamalia et al. concluded that, 
with explicit instruction, students can be taught to think reflectively when writing. 
Englert, Raphael, Fear, and Anderson (1988) pointed to research that 
learning disabled (LD students) lack both metacognitive knowledge regarding their 
writing and knowledge of text structure. They proposed that, to write expository 
texts effectively, writers must have knowledge of both the process and the 
organizational structures unique to expository writing. Their purpose was to: 1) 
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examine LD and non-LD students' metacognitive knowledge (declarative, 
procedural. and conditional) (Paris, Lipson & Wixson, 1983) and their writing 
performance, and 2) determine whether LD students differ from non LD students in 
their knowledge of the expository writing process and structures. 
After an initial pool of 260 fourth and fifth graders was divided according to 
ability, 30 students (10 LD, 10 high-achieving, 10 low-achieving) were randomly 
selected from each group. Two measures were used as indicators of metacognitive 
knowledge. First, students participated in three vignettes in which they were asked 
to respond to the writing difficulties of three hypothetical children having difficulty 
with brainstorming, gathering information from multiple sources, or revising. 
These interviews were coded according to whether responses displayed a high, 
medium, or low amount ofmetacognitive knowledge. In addition, students 
composed both an explanatory essay and a compare/contrast essay. Essays were 
scored according to structural characteristics and holistic quality. 
The authors reported that, "LD students differed from other achievement 
groups in their knowledge of strategies related to the writing process and in their 
knowledge of how to organize ideas" and "metacognitive knowledge was positively 
correlated to students' written performance" (p. 43). LD students also displayed 
less awareness of modeled writing strategies, the writing process, expository text 
structures, and strategies to gather and synthesize information from multiple 
sources. Further, LD students tended to elicit external cues, such as teacher 
response to monitor their writing progress rather than relying on their internal 
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cues. In light of these findings, the authors pointed to the necessity for instructional 
writing routines that would allow for flexibility in the teaching of writing strategies, 
as some students may require more exposure to and practice with strategies over 
time. 
Sawyer, Graham, and Harris (1992) built upon previous findings regarding 
the impact of Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD). Previously, the 
researchers (Graham & Harris, 1989b) had found this intervention, which utilizes 
self-directed prompts to increase reflectivity during planning, composing, and 
revising, to be an effective writing intervention for LD students. Using the SRSD 
strategy, students increased their ability to apply given writing strategies and 
displayed increased self-efficacy over time. However, similar to several other multi-
component writing interventions, it was difficult to determine which component 
was actually responsible for student learning gains. 
Thus, the authors designed a follow-up study in which, in addition to SRSD 
and SRSD with instruction in goal-setting, self-assessment, and self-recording, a 
third group received an added strategy. This group received direct strategy 
instruction but did not receive opportunities to collaborate with peers. The goals of 
the study were to determine: 1) if differential effects would emerge based on 
treatment group, 2) if LD students who received instruction in the writing strategy 
could produce written pieces comparable to their normally achieving peers, and 3) 
if the treatments would produce differential effects on self-efficacy (p. 341 ). 
Participants were 33 LD fifth-and sixth-grade students randomly assigned to 
28 
three strategy instruction conditions and 10 fifth-grade students in a control 
condition. Thirteen randomly-selected normally-achieving students were included 
for comparison purposes. The sample included Black (n = 27), White (n = 13), 
Hispanic ( n = 2), and Asian ( n = 1) students. 
Instruction took place over four weeks and included three instructional 
periods per week. Preservice teachers worked with small groups of students and 
utilized scaffolding, discussion, and feedback. All three instructional groups 
received : direct teaching of strategies; discussion, modeling, and practice until 
mastery was achieved; and independent practice. Only the two SRSD group 
interventions included time for collaborative practice of strategies. Control students 
wrote three stories independently, in the same time frame, with no additional 
instruction. 
Results showed that, after intervention, across all strategy instruction 
groups, students with LD did not differ significantly from their normally-achieving 
peers on schematic writing scores, despite lagging behind their peers in writing 
performance at the onset of the study. Both groups receiving SRSD instruction also 
displayed longer-term maintenance. The authors point to the significance of this 
finding in light of research indicating that students with LD typically have difficulty 
with writing (McCutchen, 1988). Further, they relate their findings to regular 
achieving students, as well, as it is likely that, with instruction, they too would have 
performed better on performance measures. 
Wong, Butler, Ficzere, and Kuperis (1996) pointed to the body of literature 
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(Englert, Raphael, Fear, & Anderson, 1988; McCutcheon, 1988; Newcomer & 
Barenbaum, 1991) that indicates that students with LD struggle with several aspects 
of the writing process. In accordance with this difficulty, the authors proposed a 
need to understand the unique demands for LD students when writing various 
genres. The purpose of the study was to teach LD students the genre of opinion 
essay, including developing an understanding of purpose and content, and fostering 
their ability to frame an argument, present two viewpoints, and conclude by 
reconciling opposing viewpoints. Researchers developed a strategy training model 
in which students participated in interactive dialogues with the teacher and each 
other during planning and revising. 
Participants in the experimental condition were eighth-and ninth-grade 
students of various ethnicities, (n = 29 LD, n = 9low achieving), in two schools 
located in a working to middle-class area. The control students were 5 non-Anglo 
students. All students were taught writing in pullout language arts classes and 
displayed low proficiency in all areas of the writing process, as well as little 
motivation for writing. 
From late fall through early May student participants composed a total of six 
opinion essays. Instruction included phases for planning, drafting, and revising. 
Initially students were randomly divided into pairs and instructed to plan their 
essay collaboratively with the aid of think sheets. Following this initial phase, 
students composed essays independently. Teacher-student conferences occurred 
throughout the drafting phase. When students' drafts were complete, students were 
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instructed in how to revise through interactive dialogues with the teacher and 
peers. Students alternated taking on the role of critic and were taught how and why 
to highlight ambiguities and solicit clarification in their partner's work. The writer 
then discussed suggested changes during a conference with the teacher. This 
process was repeated for editing. 
To measure maintenance of the writing strategy, students wrote an opinion 
essay independently in the week following the training and an additional essay a 
week later. Questionnaires were also administered at the end of the maintenance 
period. Untrained control participants were instructed to write two opinion essays 
in this same time frame. 
Results indicated that at posttest, essays of students who were trained 
received significantly higher ratings for both clarity and cogency, and students 
increased their ability to build a sound argument. Further, scores on maintenance 
tests indicated similar competency levels. Questionnaires revealed that significant 
positive changes occurred in self-efficacy. Following training, students considered 
themselves more able than untrained students to write a quality opinion essay. 
Wong et al. concluded that the element of interaction was critical to students' 
improved writing ability. They stated, "within the dyad, interactive dialogues that 
focused on ambiguities and weaknesses in arguments in the essay appeared to 
promote clarity and cogency in students' written essays" (p. 9). The authors cite a 
lack of data regarding moment-to-moment interactions as a limitation of the study. 
They point to the need for future research that would capture students in the act of 
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writing and, in doing so, provide further information about the metacognition and 
attitude of adolescents while composing. 
Troia and Graham (2002) expressed concern with the difficulty students 
with LD typically have with writing, viewing it as knowledge-telling rather than as 
an interactive process (McCutcheon, 1988) and specifically pointed to the need to 
more explicitly teach planning. The purpose of the study was to determine if the 
process approach to writing is sufficiently explicit for students with LD. They 
compared the process approach (Graves, 1983) to a more explicit method, titled 
STOP and LIST (Stop, Think of Purposes, and List ideas, Sequence them). 
Twenty, fourth-and fifth-grade students with LD from two suburban schools 
in a mid-Atlantic school district participated in the study. Before treatment began, 
all students were taught to use and attend to the elements of SPACE (setting, 
problems, actions, characters, emotions) and DARE (develop position statement, 
add supporting arguments, report and refute counterarguments, and end with a 
strong conclusion) to encourage them to be more active in the construction of their 
writing. Following the pre-instruction phase, control students participated in a 
process model approach which included time to write and instruction related to 
drafting, revising, proofreading; however, the authors list the absence of several 
critical components of process writing such as conferring and mini-lessons as a 
limitation. No emphasis was placed on advance planning. Students in the treatment 
group were taught specific strategies for advance planning including identifying the 
purpose for writing, setting goals, brainstorming ideas, and organizing ideas. 
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Instruction occurred with ten instructional pairs in a separate setting. 
After 7 sessions and approximately 10 hours of instruction, results indicated 
that treatment students produced stories of greater quality and took more time for 
planning than control students; however, no significant differences were found in 
process or product measures for essay writing. The authors concluded the findings 
favored the benefits of more explicit instruction with LD students over a more 
general process approach. They point to the need for further research to determine 
if a writing model that includes explicit instruction and encourages immediate 
feedback could take place in a regular classroom. 
The explicit teaching of revision strategies. Fitzgerald and Markham 
(1987) raised a concern about the lack of evidence, in general, about revision 
processes and problem solving during revision. Further, according to the authors, 
although revision is considered to be a complex and critical process for student 
writers, children have been found to revise little, and the process is largely ignored 
in writing instruction. They investigated whether direct instruction in revision 
would affect knowledge of the revision process, the ability to make revisions, and 
the quality of student writing. 
Thirty sixth-grade students, balanced for race and gender, and identified by 
their teacher as students who made minimal revisions to their work, participated in 
the study. Treatment students were taught how to add, delete, substitute, and 
rearrange information in a piece of writing. Researchers taught each skill in 
accordance with the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (Pearson & Gallagher, 
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1983). Each skill was modeled using a class text, practiced with partners, and then 
practiced in student's individual writing. Student work was then assessed, and skills 
were reviewed, if necessary. Control students initially engaged in silent reading and 
discussion of quality literature. They then composed stories, wrote about what they 
would like to change in their stories, and made revisions. The treatments took place 
during 14, 45-minute lessons, over a period of one month. 
At the end of the month each student composed a story and was given the 
opportunity to revise and compose a new draft. This occurred in four stages: 1) in-
process revisions on the first day of writing, 2) revisions on first draft, 3) revisions 
before final draft, and 4) in-process final draft revisions. Students were interviewed 
at each stage of the process in order to get a deeper picture of their cognitive 
processing while revising. The quality of the revisions was scored by independent 
raters for both the first and final drafts. The main variables were the total number 
of revisions and the specificity and quality of those changes. 
Results indicated that revision instruction improved students' knowledge of 
and ability to effectively engage in the writing process. Trained students not only 
suggested more places for revision, but they were also more specific in their 
revisions and made twice as many meaning-based as surface-level changes. The 
authors concluded by emphasizing that "direct instruction in the revision process 
appears to hold promise as a means of helping young children acquire knowledge 
about how to revise, enhance their revision efforts, and potentially affect the quality 
of their writing" (p. 21). 
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Baker and Zimlin (1989) sought to determine if direct instruction in 
comprehension monitoring, with respect to revision, would impact children's ability 
to make meaningful changes to text. They explicated the difference between a text's 
microstructure, individual words and phrases, and its macrostructure, the overall 
message of the text, requiring integration of information across the text (Kintsch & 
VanDijk, 1978). They sought to determine how students trained in either 
macrostructure or microstructure monitoring would differ in their ability to revise 
textual inconsistencies. They hypothesized that trained groups would identify more 
textual inconsistencies; macrostructure training would result in greater 
generalization; and readers trained to evaluate the macrostructure would be more 
sensitive to the microstructure, as well. Two questions were asked regarding the 
efficacy of both types of training: 1) Would the benefits of training be maintained 
over time? 2) Would skilled and less skilled readers benefit equally from 
instruction? 
Eighty fourth-grade students from three suburban schools in Baltimore, 
Maryland participated in the study. The students were divided into 3 groups: 
instruction and practice in the use of microstructure standards, instruction and 
practice in the use of macrostructure standards, and a control group that received 
no direct instruction. Worksheets that provided an example of each type of 
problem, either micro or macro, and practice passages were provided. Passages 
contained problems relating to six standards of evaluation: lexical problems, 
external consistency, propositional cohesiveness, structural cohesiveness, internal 
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consistency, and informational completeness. Control students received no 
instruction and took only the final test. Follow-up testing was administered two 
weeks after the initial evaluation. 
Baker and Zimlin (1989) reported that although high-ranked readers 
identified the most textual inconsistencies, all readers benefited from explicit 
instruction, indicating the need to teach students how to identify inconsistencies in 
text. Further, macrostructure training improved students' ability to revise external 
consistency problems, propositional cohesiveness, internal consistency, and 
informational completeness. The authors concluded that instruction in both macro 
and microstructure evaluation is necessary, as macrostructure training did not 
transfer to all microlevel skills. 
Beal, Bonitatibus, and Garrod (1990) echoed the concern that young children 
generally do not revise skillfully and explained that "lack of metacognitive 
processes, cognitive activities, and specific strategies that lead to comprehension" 
(p. 275) may contribute to this difficulty. Citing studies that indicated that self-
questioning had been shown to help young children comprehend text (Capelli & 
Markman, 1985; Miller, 1985), the authors sought to determine if similar training 
could assist children in locating and correcting textual errors. The results of two 
consecutive studies were reported. 
Study 1 involved 24 third graders and 18 students from a fifth/sixth 
combination classroom in a middle-class town in rural New England. Students were 
randomly assigned to either the treatment or control group. In session 1, trained 
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students were taught how to use a series of questions to facilitate revision in 
alignment with the Gradual Release Model (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983), while 
untrained students read stories and commented on the quality of the stories. In 
session 2, trained children followed a similar progression, and untrained students 
were additionally alerted that some stories would be difficult to understand, and 
they should make changes in order to clarify the stories. Results indicated that 
trained students performed significantly better on the revision task. Additionally, 
students in both grades were equally willing to revise, but sixth graders were more 
likely to locate and correct the target inconsistency. 
The purpose of Study 2 was to isolate the effects of training students using 
problematic texts. The sample consisted of 24 third graders from four elementary 
schools in Vermont and New Hampshire. Students were divided into 5 groups: test 
only 1 no training, no training/clear stories, no training/problematic stories, 
training/clear stories, and training/problematic stories. Researchers adhered to the 
same testing procedure. Again, a significant difference was found in the quality of 
revisions made by the students trained using problematic texts and those who were 
untrained. Further, children trained with the problematic stories "revised 
significantly more target text problems than children in the no-questioning/clear 
story group" (p. 278), leading researchers to conclude that children need training as 
well as practice in problem detection in order to make successful revisions. 
Taken together, these studies indicate that children need specific instruction 
in and practice with strategies to revise problematic texts. Beal et al. (1990) 
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suggested further studies in which children apply revision strategies to their own 
writing rather than to artificially created texts. 
Grouping for Writing Instruction 
Both Fountas and Pinnell (2001) and Calkins (2013) suggest the use of small 
groups in the writing classroom; however, a search for studies of teacher mediated-
instruction with early adolescent students yielded no studies documenting the use 
of guided-writing grol!lps at this level (grades 4-8.) One such study had been done in 
second grade. This study was included in the review to gain insights into questions 
about whether similar results could be replicated in a classroom of older students. 
Guided writing groups. Gibson (2008) analyzed the changes in second 
graders' strategic writing behaviors and improvement across drafts when they 
participated in guided-writing groups. Five second-grade students in a suburban 
school district in the southwest were provided with guided writing lessons for 
approximately 30 minutes, five days a week in addition to their regular writing 
program. Lessons focused on nonfiction writing and were integrated with the 
science curriculum. Gibson used the following data sources: lesson videotapes, 
writing event videotapes (students in-process), summaries ofwriting events after 
coding, and student drafts across time. Videotapes were transcribed and coded for 
topic of instruction, type of instructional scaffolding, and writing strategy. These 
codes were then compared with the teachers' and students' comments during the 
lesson in order to assess students' progress towards toward the desired goal. 
Writing events videotapes were coded in accordance with students' observable 
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writing behaviors, not writing, sustained writing, talking, and self-
correcting/revising (p. 166). In addition, the researcher used audiotaped self-
interviews in order to capture immediate reactions to writing events. Gibson 
analyzed student drafts for the presence of, and purpose for rereading, self-talk, self-
scaffolding, and self-correction. Lastly, an analytic rubric was used to assess the 
following attributes of student writing: number of details, presence of a main point, 
effective use oftransition words, appropriate sentence structure, and clarity ofthe 
sequence of events. 
Gibson (2008) reported that students progressed from using rereading to 
note surface level characteristics such as spelling to making meaningful in-process 
revisions that improved the overall quality of the text. Students also showed an 
increase in using self-talk to attend to word choice and organization when they had 
initially used self-talk only to sound out words. Gibson also noted that transcripts 
revealed students using talk to problem-solve while writing. 
Gibson (2008) also noted that children involved in guided-writing lessons 
began to develop "self-extending system for writing development" (p. 121). As 
students increased their strategic behavior and their awareness of the choices they 
made as writers, they became better able to monitor for meaning while writing, 
which resulted in improvements in quality across drafts. When students become 
more aware of their strategic actions as writers, they write with greater ease and 
clearer purpose, which reduces the cognitive demands of writing. 
Gibson (2008) concluded that modeling new strategies is not sufficient for 
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many students. Guided writing offers teachers the opportunity to instruct students 
in accordance with their individual needs and gives students the ability to try out 
new strategies with expert guidance. 
Conclusions 
Stagnation of writing achievement calls for the need tore-envision how 
writing is taught to early adolescent students. NAEP results (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2011) have made clear that, despite four decades of research 
and change intended to improve the quality of writing instruction in the U.S., many 
children are still struggling to develop effective writing skills and strategies. The 
purpose of this study was to understand if adding guided-writing groups to a 
traditional writer's workshop would build on the instruction provided during 
whole-group instruction such that struggling writers would more readily apply 
target strategies to their own writing, thus, bridging the gap between instruction 
and application. 
To begin, I looked to sociocultural theory to understand the academic 
benefits of collaboration in the classroom. This body of literature made clear that 
social collaboration in the classroom promotes critical-thinking skills and 
opportunities for students to provide evidence, reason, question, and evaluate. 
Further, when encouraged to collaborate with others, students reach conclusions 
they would not have come to on their own (Britton, 1969). Thus, discussions in the 
classroom can elevate student understanding. 
I turned next to studies of explicit instruction in the writing classroom. 
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These studies (Baker & Zimlin, 1989; Beal, Bonitatibus, & Garrod, 1990; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987) have repeatedly shown that explicit instruction is correlated with 
an increase in overall writing performance. However, despite explicit instruction, 
many low performing writers fail to make gains similar to those of their peers 
(Englert et al. 1998; Sawyer & Harris, 1992; Troia & Graham, 2002). 
I speculated that implementing small groups in the writing classroom might 
capitalize on the effects of social collaboration, strategy instruction, and 
instructional intensity and assist struggling writers in the application of new 
strategies. I based this supposition on evidence that collaboration (Britton, 1969; 
Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) and explicit strategy instruction (Baker & Zimlin, 1989; 
Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987; Scardamalia et al., 1984) yield positive academic 
outcomes. However, I found a dearth of research regarding the use of teacher-
mediated writing groups in the early adolescent years. Teaching writing strategies 
to small groups of students, based on their current level of need, is one way to: 1) 
increase collaboration and immediate teacher feedback, 2) bridge the gap between 
instruction and application with teacher and peer discussion, and 3) and provide 
explicit strategy instruction at the point it will be most valuable for students. 
Research Gap 
Little is known about integrating guided-writing groups into a traditional 
writer's workshop. Given evidence that writing achievement has been stagnant for 
many years, it is necessary to determine if the addition of guided-writing lessons to 
an early adolescent writer's workshop experience would yield academic benefits, 
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for struggling writers, similar to those reported in Gibson's (2008) second grade 
study with average-achieving students. The present research explored the 
relationship between guided writing and changes in students' strategic writing 
behaviors and overall writing performance. Further, it generated questions for 
future study about the use of guided-writing groups with early adolescent students. 
42 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the development of writing in a 
group of fourth-grade struggling writers who participated in guided-writing groups. 
The study took place over a period of five and a half weeks, beginning on October 
11, 2012 and ending on November 16, 2012. In this chapter, I present a description 
of the setting, participants, and methods of the study. 
Research Questions 
This study was designed to answer the following research questions: 
1. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a part of 
writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in overall writing quality? 
2. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a part of 
writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in writing behaviors? 
3. What are the perceptions of struggling writers about the effectiveness of 
guided-writing groups? 
4. Does teacher talk differ in the context of whole-class instruction and 
guided-writing groups? 
A case-study methodology was used to generate a rich description of how 
these particular struggling writers experienced guided-writing groups and to gain 
insight into ways they applied target strategies to their work during this period. 
Particular attention was paid to their revisions across drafts to capture their 
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developing understanding of new strategies presented in both the whole-class and 
guided-writing settings. Throughout, pseudonyms are used for all teachers and 
students. 
Setting 
The study took place in 1 of 6 elementary schools in a suburban public school 
district in Eastern Massachusetts. The U.S. Census Bureau reported that the median 
income for families living in this town from 2007-2011 was $136,610. The school 
where the study took place had a total enrollment of 463 students in grades 
kindergarten through five. The ethnic composition of the school was 58.5 % White, 
29.6% Asian, 3.9% Hispanic, 3.5% African American, and 4.5% other. Results from 
the 2011 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) showed that 82.0 
% of the fourth-grade students in the school scored at or above the proficient level 
in writing; however, only 58 % of "high-needs," defined as low income, students 
with disabilities, and ELLs or former ELLs, scored at or above the proficient level 
(Massachusetts Department of Education, 2011 ). 
Purposeful sampling (Merriam, 1998) was used to select the setting for this 
study. The criteria for selection were that the teacher had at least 3 years of 
experience teaching fourth grade and routinely implemented writer's workshop 
with fidelity to the Calkins' (1994) model. When implemented with fidelity, a daily 
writer's workshop includes: a predictable structure, mini-lessons, work time 
(writing and conferring), and share sessions (Calkins, 1994). It was necessary to 
select a classroom in which the teacher had already demonstrated mastery of the 
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writer's workshop model because this teaching method is complex and requires 
several specific routines and procedures to be in place in order to be effective. By 
choosing a classroom that already engaged in this type of instruction, it was possible 
to specifically isolate and study the addition of grouping to the model already in 
place. 
To select the teacher participant, the researcher met with the Elementary 
Department Head of English Language Arts to identify a pool of teachers to consider 
for the study. At this meeting, Ms. Gee's fourth-grade classroom was proposed as a 
potential site for the study. She was then contacted and expressed interest in 
participation. 
For the purposes of this study, the traditional Writer's Workshop (Calkins, 
1994) in Ms. Gee's classroom was adapted to include needs-based guided writing 
lessons. The unit was taught in cycles of five lessons each. During each cycle, all 
students in the class received three guided writing lessons and two whole-class 
lessons. 
Participants 
The participants in the study were 4 struggling writers, selected from the 
class of 22, mixed-ability students. These students were selected in accordance with 
a score on a recent writing sample. The students who qualified for selection earned 
a score of "2" or below according to the NAEP Preliminary Holistic Scoring Guide, on 
a recent writing sample entitled, To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined (National 
Assessment Governing Board, 2007) (Appendix A), Five writers in the class fit the 
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criterion for participation in the study; however, one student's parents refused 
consent, and the student was not included. Informed consent was obtained from the 
teacher (Appendix B) and the parents of all student participants (Appendix C). 
Student verbal assent was also obtained (Appendix D). Each participant selected for 
the study is described below. 
Melissa: 
Baseline sample: 2 (NAEP rubric). Melissa was on an Individualized Education 
Plan (IEP), which included literacy goals, specifically for writing. In addition, she 
received counseling support from the school's guidance counselor. In the 
classroom, Melissa became frustrated easily and was especially eager to please. She 
often masked her misunderstandings, stating she understood material presented in 
lessons, and then sitting quietly, but disengaged, as the period allocated for writing 
expired. As a result, she produced very little writing during writer's workshop. 
These writing behaviors were evident during initial preliminary classroom visits 
and also described by Ms. Gee during planning conversations (September 25, 2012, 
October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012). 
During interview 1 (October 4, 2012), Melissa appeared to have low self-
efficacy for writing. Although during her initial interview she explained that she 
frequently wrote on her own outside of the classroom, loved writing, and wanted to 
be a writer when she grew up, she later approached the researcher with tears in her 
eyes and explained that she made up a lot of what she said because she wanted it to 
"sound good." She agreed to the interview at a later time and to answer honestly. 
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During the follow-up interview, Melissa's still stated that she liked to write, but also 
admitted having difficulty with writing. Further, she displayed little knowledge of 
the writing process or writing strategies. 
At the start of the year, Melissa had had little experience with a traditional 
Writer's Workshop. Her previous year's teacher, Ms. Green, reported that she 
launched the year with personal narrative, following the lesson sequence in 
Launching the Writing Workshop (Calkins & Greenelli, 2006). However, following 
that first unit, Ms Green took a medical leave and did not return until after January, 
and she was unsure of the continuity of the writing program during those months. 
Upon her return, she presented units on persuasive writing, descriptive writing, 
poetry, and informati,Jnal writing. For each unit, she modeled the use of graphic 
organizers for each type of writing and reported teaching mini lessons that included 
the use of mentor text5 for various skills. 
Catherine: 
Baseline sample: 2 (NAEP rubric). Catherine did not receive any additional 
academic support outside of the regular classroom. During initial classroom visits 
(September 25, 2012, October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012), the researcher observed 
that Catherine often appeared distracted, choosing to sit in the back of the room 
I during the lesson. Soon after the lesson began, she would exhibit fidgeting 
behaviors, such as rocking. Ms. Gee reported that she had concerns about 
Catherine's ability to attend during writing lessons and about her ability to express 
her personal opinion~; and experiences. When asked in an initial interview about 
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her writing preferences, Catherine expressed that she did not like to write personal 
narratives, stating, "I didn't remember what I did and stuff, so it's kind of hard for 
me" (October 4, 2012). She continued that the part that made it difficult for her was 
that she couldn't always remember what she had done and preferred writing 
fantasy stories because she could make up the details and didn't have to remember 
specific details as she was writing. 
During the previous year, Catherine's teacher, Ms Ricci, had not used a 
writer's workshop model for instruction. She reported that Catherine's class had 
the opportunity to write the following genres: personal narrative, informational 
writing, opinion writing, how-to writing, and mystery writing. During each unit, 
they: filled out graphic organizers, wrote rough drafts, peer-edited and revised, and 
wrote final drafts - always in that order. Students were also given one day a week to 
write various forms of poetry. Thus, the writing routines in Ms. Gee's classroom 
were new to Catherine. 
Corey: 
Baseline sample: 2 (NAEP rubric) Similar to Catherine, during initial writing 
observations (September 25, 2012, October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012), Corey often 
appeared distracted during writing workshop but did not receive any additional 
support in the classroom. It was visibly difficult for him to concentrate on a given 
task. He often looked around the room, sought opportunities to get out of his seat, 
interrupted other students while working, and fiddled with objects in his desk, 
including tapping his pencil and making other distracting noises with the materials 
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onjin his desk. In his initial interview, Corey stated that it was difficult for him to 
start writing and focus while writing. Corey was also taught by Ms. Ricci in third 
grade, so he had not ~ecently experienced a writer's workshop model. 
Cameron: 
Baseline sample: 2 (NAEP rubric). Initial observations during writer's workshop 
(September 25, 201:~, October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012) indicated that Cameron 
was a very social student who often exhibited off-task behavior during writing 
instruction, such as :hatting with the students around him about topics not related 
to writing. These observations were confirmed by Ms. Gee during planning 
meetings (SeptembE ·r 25, 2012, October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012). Cameron 
received no additional writing support outside of the regular classroom. During his 
initial interview, Cameron explained that he was good at thinking of ideas to write 
about but often struggled to come up with details and felt that a lot of his ideas 
ended up being "really short." Cameron had also been taught by Ms. Green in third 
grade, so he was not accustomed to the routines of writing workshop. 
Procedures 
The followinL section explains the intervention procedures and the 
procedures for data collection. 
Interventior procedures. Personal narrative writing was chosen as the 
genre for this unit oJ' study for two reasons: 1) It is included in the revised 
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks for Language Art (Massachusetts Department 
of Elementary and S ~condary Education, 2011), and 2) Students would be 
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somewhat familiar with this style of writing from instruction in previous years, so 
presumably their needs would differ in some ways. 
Three site visits (September 25, 2012, October 4, 2012, & October 5, 2012) 
occurred prior to the start of the personal narrative unit. The researcher used these 
visits to ensure that Ms. Gee routinely implemented a traditional Writer's Workshop 
and was adhering to a predictable conference routine. 
Writing conferences were based on the work of Anderson (2000). To begin 
each conference, the teacher asked students how their writing was going on that 
day. Following a conversation about a particular element of the student's writing, 
prompted by the teacher or the student, the teacher provided both specific praise 
and a suggestion for improvement. If the student had not yet begun to draft, the 
teacher engaged in a discussion about planning, and, similarly, provided both 
specific praise and a teaching point. (See Appendix E: Conference Record). A 
rotational schedule was used to ensure that all students in the class had the same 
number of conferences with the teacher. 
The initial classroom visits indicated that, even at this early point in the 
school year, Ms. Gee had a traditional Writer's Workshop up and running; however, 
while she did confer with students each day, Ms. Gee was not always adhering to the 
agreed upon conference routine. Rather, some conferences were quick "check-ins" 
instead of meaningful conversations. We discussed this during a planning meeting 
that took place prior to the intervention, and Ms. Gee agreed that she would attempt 
to include in each student meeting the three components of a conference: the 
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question "How's it going?", a specific compliment, and a specific teaching point, 
Lesson selection. Whole class mini-lessons were selected from Units of Study 
for Teaching Writing, Grades 3-5 (Calkins, 2006). One additional lesson was selected 
from The Revision Toolbox (Heard, 2002). These lessons were either craft lessons 
(i.e. planning using a story mountain and showing the internal and external story), 
or process lessons (i.e. how to choose a story topic and how to use a revising 
checklist), and were :)elected with the intent that they would be new to everyone in 
the class. 
Mini-lessons for guided-writing groups were selected from either Teaching 
the Qualities ofWriting (Portalupi and Fletcher, 2004) or Craft Lessons: Teaching 
Writing K-8 (Portalupi & Fletcher, 2007). These resources were used to ensure the 
quality of mini lessons. In contrast to other well-respected commercial writing 
programs (Calkins, 2006), the length of these lessons is appropriate for short, 
focused, small-group lessons. 
Whole class and guided-writing lessons were not selected to cohere or build 
on one another. Thi~; decision was made so that, when viewing student writing or 
talking with students about their work, the source of their strategy knowledge 
would be clear. 
Lesson cycles. This study took place over four lesson cycles. Each cycle was 
defined as two whole-class and three guided-writing lessons. At the end of each 
cycle, the teacher and researcher discussed student regrouping during weekly 
planning sessions. Students could either stay in the same group or, if they had 
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shown mastery of a particular strategy, be moved to another group. These decisions 
were made in accordance with Ms. Gee's conference record and anecdotal 
observations, current writing samples, and the researcher's field notes. 
Components o_fwhole class and guided-writing lessons. The number of 
minutes spent on writing remained the same whether whole class or guided writing 
instruction occurred. Table 1 outlines the components of whole class and guided-
instruction. 
Table 1 
Components ofWhole Class and Guided-Writing Instruction 
Whole-Cla5:s Lessons Guided-Writing Lessons 
• 10-minute, whole-class mini lesson • Three, 15-minute, needs-based 
• 35 minutes of conferring time based writing lessons (per day) 
on Anderson (2000) • Within each lesson: 
• 5 minutes of sharing 0 5 minute mini lesson 
0 10 minutes of 
collaborative application 
• 5 minutes of sharing (whole class) 
Whole class lessons were used to provide instruction that all students would 
need such as critical components of the genre, while guided-writing lessons were 
specific to student need. During whole class lessons, Ms. Gee held traditional 
writing conferences [Anderson, 2000) with students and used a rotational schedule 
to ensure each student in the class had approximately the same number of writing 
conferences over the course of the unit. Traditional writing conferences were not 
held on guided writing days. Rather, during guided writing groups, students 
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collaborated with the teacher and/or their peers while applying the writing strategy 
presented in the group. 
Group formation. To establish a baseline from Which to begin planning 
instruction, Ms. Gee administered the following writing prompt: 
Think about an experience that you have had. Maybe you were spending 
time with a friend or with family. Maybe it was during the summer, or maybe 
it happened at school. 
Write a story of that experience. Give enough details to show the reader 
what happened and why you chose to write about that experience. 
Students were not required to complete the prompt on the first day of 
instruction. On days two and three of the unit Ms. Gee provided a foundation for the 
routine of writer's workshop, and then students had time to continue writing and 
confer with the teacher. Following these introductory lessons, Ms. Gee taught a 
short unit on personal narrative to allow students the opportunity to bring their 
writing through the entire writing process. This decision was made so that this pre-
assessment could be more reliably compared with the writing students would 
produce following the personal narrative unit. Students received instruction in 
revising for both pieces, but the variable of grouping for instruction was added to 
the personal narrative unit. Lessons included in the initial unit are described in 
Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Baseline Narrative Unit 
Day Instructional Focus 
1 • Administration of writing prompt 
• Time for writing and conferring 
2 Teaching point: What does workshop look like? 
• Explanation of the purpose and format of writer's 
workshop 
• Time for writing 
3 Teaching Point: What does a writing conference look like? 
(Adapted from Anderson, 2000) 
•• Explanation of the purpose and format of a writing 
conference 
II Time for writing 
4 Teaching Point: 'Today I want to teach you that writing 
personal narratives well involves reliving episodes from our 
own lives" (Calkins, 2006, Vol. 1, p. 138). 
5 Teaching Point: "When we write, we use paragraphing to 
support elaboration" (Calkins, 2006, Vol. 1, p. 143). 
6 Teaching Point: "When we write we 'crack-open' general words 
to create a clear picture for the reader" (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
2004, p. 159). 
7 Teaching Point: "Good writers think carefully about how to end 
their narrative. Try to leave your reader with an ending that fits 
what you have written" (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, D-23) 
8 Publishing 
Following this abbreviated unit, published pieces were collected and scored 
using the NAEP rubric (National Assessment Governing Board, 2007). Ms. Gee and I 
scored 3 papers together, and then three separately. We compared our decisions to 
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ensure that we were within one rubric point for every criterion on the rubric. We 
achieved this level of agreement, and thus, continued to score the papers of the 
entire class independently. 
Once the papers were scored, Ms. Gee and I identified three patterns of 
writing need: writing structure, coherence and focus, and idea development. We 
determined that these needs would be the focus of small-group instruction and 
would stay constant throughout the course of the intervention. The intervention 
consisted of four instructional cycles. Each cycle contained two whole class and 
three guide-writing lessons. At the end of each cycle, Ms. Gee and I met to assess 
student progress using conferring notes, my field notes, and our shared analysis of 
student drafts in progress. Based on this data, Ms. Gee and I made the decision to 
either move students to a new group or continue instruction in the same group. At 
the request of the teacher, in Cycle 4, instruction in each small group focused on 
revision. 
During the final grouping cycle, all students were taught how to be a member 
of a group revising conference. The groups were formed according to how much 
support students would need during their conversation. The children who required 
the most support for substantive conversation stayed together as a group; the 
children who required a moderate amount of support stayed together for one day 
and then broke into peer dyads on the subsequent days; the children who were the 
most independent writers worked as peer dyads throughout the cycle. All groups 
continued to be mediated by Ms. Gee. 
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Tables 3-6 indicate group topics and students assigned to each during each 
instructional cycle. In some cases, a group topic is repeated; however, because 
students' needs varied, the particular focus within each ofthe groups was tailored to 
the particular needs of the students assigned to the group. Descriptions of the 
qualities of student's writing- intended to specify student needs -are drawn from 
field notes recorded during planning sessions with Ms. Gee. 
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Table 3 
Group Placement for Cycle 1 
Cycle 1 
Student Group placement Qualities of writing 
Corey Structure Corey's baseline sample (Appendix F) began 
• Focus: Using a with a lead in which he attempted to grab the 
story mountain to attention of the reader, "It was REALLY cold on 
plan and develop a the ferry when me and my family were in the 
clear beginning, middle of the ocean. We were going to see the 
middle, and end) puffens!" However, he never actually told the 
story of seeing the puffins. Rather, he changed the 
focus to his cousin getting hungry and ended the 
story by stating, "After my cousin ate, we went 
back to the ferry and took off." 
Corey was placed in the structure group to help 
him understand the structure of narrative writing 
and organize and develop a clear beginning, 
middle, and end (Field notes, October 5, 2012). 
Cameron Coherence/focus Cameron's baseline sample (Appendix G) was 
• Focus: Zooming in loosely about a sleepover at his cousin's house 
on a big topic and was quite short. His piece read as follows: "I 
went to my cousin Anna's house for a sleepover, 
She has a pregnant cat named Sara. We wached a 
movie. Her freind was there. We went to her 
pool, We did a lot of races. We went to church. 
We got Chinese food. We also got a lot of candy. 
We went to a lake to see people get baptized, eat, 
and swim. I help get buns ready for 200 
hamburgers and 100 hot dogs. We had to leave. 
When we got back we played video games and 
then I had to leave." 
While Cameron did understand that his story 
should have a beginning, middle, and end, the 
details he included were somewhat unrelated. He 
had several places where he could have provided 
more details about the story, such as the 
interaction with pregnant cat, what happened at 
the friend's pool, and what happened at the 
Baptism. 
Ms. Gee and I placed Cameron in the 
coherence/focus strand in order to help him focus 
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his writing on one key event and develop that 
event with relevant details (Field notes, October 
5, 2012). 
Catherine Structure Catherine's baseline sample (Appendix H), 
• Focus: Using a about getting her hair cut very short in China, 
story mountain to included some specific details, such as the color of 
plan and develop a the barber pole and how much the haircut cost; 
clear beginning, however, the piece she produced was not a story. 
middle, and end It lacked a clear beginning, middle, and end. Her 
writing was a string of details, and she seemed to , 
lack understanding of story structure, ending the 
story by stating, "When me and my mom left, I 
thought and said, 'Mom, are all barber shops in 
China wash your hair before they cut it?' My mom 
said, 'I don't know."' 
Catherine was placed in the structure lesson 
strand to help her understand all of the parts of a 
narrative, beginning, middle, and end, and be able 
to expand on each of those parts with relevant 
details, rather than simply composing a string of 
details with no apparent structure (Field notes, 
October 5, 2012). 
Melissa Coherence /focus Melissa's baseline sample (Appendix I) sample 
• Focus: Zooming in revealed that she had some ability to use language 
on a big topic in interesting ways to capture the attention of the 
audience. In her pre-assessment, she wrote about 
going to an amusement park with her 
grandparents. She began by stating, '"Bored, 
bored, bored,"' I said. 'Mom, I'm bored. I don't 
know what to do."' What follows is a string of 
largely disconnected details that occurred after 
her grandparents called to invite her to go to Lake 
Canobie Park. The piece ends with Melissa going 
to bed. 
Our goal for Melissa was to help her zoom-in on 
one important aspect in her story and expand on 
that with relevant details to help her write with 
greater coherence and clarity (Field notes, 
October 5, 2012). 
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Table 4 
Group Placement for C:ycle 2 
Cycle 2 
Student Group placement Qualities of writing 
Melissa Idea development After her first grouping cycle, Melissa 
• Focus:: Using continued to display difficulty with including 
supporting details relevant details. Rather than continuing in a 
to create a picture coherence/focus group, Melissa was moved into 
in the reader's an idea development group where they would 
mind; emphasis on specifically focus on which specific details would 
specific verbs best enhance the picture in the mind of the 
within the details reader and achieve clarity. Ms. Gee decided to 
include a discussion of specific verbs in this 
strand, as these would strengthen the images 
evoked by the details. 
When explaining her decision to place Melissa 
in an idea development strand, Ms. Gee stated, "I 
was hoping I could lead her to narrowing the 
kinds of details; so they'll support what she 
really wants to show" (Field notes, October 19, 
2012). 
Catherine Coherence and Catherine moved from a structure group to a 
focus coherence and focus group. According to Ms. 
• Focu:s: Finding Gee, "Catherine's in the focus group because she 
the focus and continues to be unable to know why's she's 
controlling how telling a story. For example, she wrote a very 
time moves detailed story about doing a yo-yo, but it's a lot 
about like- it's basically a how-to. 'And then I 
did this, and then I did this.' It's just a list of how 
you do the yo-yo. It doesn't really have points-
so angling her focus. She was in beginning, 
middle, end, so it's time for her to get focus" 
ICField notes, October 19, 2012). 
Cameron Idea development After the initial grouping cycle, Cameron 
• Focus: Filling in displayed progress in his ability to zoom-in on a 
memory gaps by specific event; however, his writing was dry and 
using dialogue lacked specific details. We decided to place him 
in a group that would discuss how to use 
dialogue to embellish and add intrigue to a story. 
About this decision, Ms. Gee stated, "Cameron is 
in the dialogue group because he never uses any 
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dialogue ... Ever... in ANY details. And I think it's a 
detail that he'll be able to stick in as a way to 
move his writing forward" (Field notes, October 
19,2012). 
Corey Idea development Corey was successful in using a story 
• Focus: Filling in mountain to plan a story with a clear beginning, 
memory gaps by middle, and end; however, his writing still read 
using dialogue like a list, somewhat mechanical. Ms. Gee 
decided to place him in the dialogue group 
because, like Cameron, he never used any 
dialogue to enhance his writing and allow a 
window into the thinking of the characters (Field 
notes, October 19, 2012). 
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Table 5 
Group Placement for Cycle 3 
Cycle 3 
Student Group Qualities of writing 
placement 
Melissa Idea Melissa was one of a group of students who proved 
development quite adept at choosing vivid verbs to show the actions 
• Focus: in the narrative. Ms. Gee and I decided to keep Melissa 
Using in a group that would focus on idea development but 
specific change the focus to nouns instead of verbs. She tended 
nouns to to be a somewhat vague writer, and we hoped that the 
create a focus on specific nouns might add clarity to her work. 
picture in Notes from our planning meeting read, "Melissa is 
the reader's improving in her ability to identify verbs. Further, as 
mind we reviewed her writing samples, she generally 
chooses strong verbs, so she is continuing in an idea 
development strand but moving to an emphasis on 
specific nouns" (Field notes, October 26, 2012). 
Catherine Idea After discussing Catherine's progress with Ms. Gee, I 
development noted, "Catherine is evidencing improved ability to 
• Focus: 'zoom in' on one specific part of a story; however, her 
Tightening stories often read like lists of events. In an effort to 
dialogue help Catherine add voice to her writing and 
understand how to help her reader 'experience' her 
memory, she will begin an idea development strand, 
with an emphasis on dialogue"(Field notes, October 
26,2012). 
Cameron Idea Both Cameron and Corey continued in an idea 
development development group with an emphasis on using strong 
• Focus: pieces of dialogue to place the reader inside the story. 
Tightening Notes from our planning meeting read, "Corey and 
dialogue Cameron are evidencing some use of dialogue in their 
writing, but are still gaining clarity in how, when, and 
why to use it. They will both continue in an idea 
development strand with an emphasis on dialogue" 
[Field notes, October 26, 2012). 
Corey Idea See above. 
development 
• Focus: 
Tightening 
dialogue 
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Table 6 
Group Placement for Cycle 4 
Cycle 4: Revising Groups 
Student Group placement Qualities of writing 
Melissa Revisling with a To group students for this final round, 
group conference Ms. Gee and I considered students' ability 
• Most teacher to give and receive meaningful feedback. 
support Melissa, Catherine, and Cameron were all 
placed in a group that would require the 
most support. Ms. Gee initially intended 
for them to break up into partners, but 
they displayed difficulty offering 
meaningful feedback during the modeling 
phase of the lesson. Thus, Ms. Gee decided 
to preserve the group and work as part of 
a larger conference, allowing her to guide 
the conversation and add her own 
feedback regarding students' work (Field 
notes, November 7, 2012). 
Catherine Revising with a See above. 
group conference 
• Most teacher 
support 
Cameron Revising with a See above. 
group conference 
• Most teacher 
support 
Corey Revising with a Corey, having become much more 
partner articulate about his writing, as evidenced 
• Least teacher by his asking meaningful questions and 
support independently selecting areas in his work 
that he would like to improve, was placed 
in a group with a minimal amount of 
teacher support. For example, during our 
planning meeting on November 7th, Ms. 
Gee referenced how impressed she was 
with a question Corey had recently asked 
during the modeling portion of a lesson. 
As she shared part of another student's 
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writing, he raised his hand and asked, 
"Your brother really just said, 'I will not 
stay in that tube.' What else did your 
brother say?" This indicated to Ms. Gee 
that he had a good understanding of the 
lessons on dialogue and was able to apply 
them to both his work and the work of 
others. 
After discussing the nature of 
meaningful feedback and how to give 
feedback, the members of Corey's group 
quickly broke up into partnerships to 
share and comment on each other's work. 
Data collection. Over the course of the personal narrative unit, site visits 
occurred twice a week. During these visits, the researcher engaged in one half-hour 
planning session with the teacher, gathered student interview data, observed and 
recorded field notes, completed a fidelity of implementation checklist one time per 
week, collected a one-page writing sample from each participant, video and audio-
taped one whole class lesson, and video and audio-taped each participant in one 
guided writing lesson. 
Instruments. To assess students' metacognitive thinking while writing, their 
revisions on each weekly writing sample were coded using a coding scheme (Figure 
1) based on the work ofFaigley and Witte (1981) and Fitzgerald and Markham 
(1987). 
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Figure 1 
Coding of Revisions 
Additions 
Deletions 
Substitutions 
Rearrangements 
Revisions 
Additions 
Deletions 
Substitutions 
Rearrangements 
Sentence level changes were defined as local changes that would not affect the 
overall meaning of the text; while text level revisions were defined as those that 
affected the meaning of the text as a whole. Faigley and Witte (1981) described text 
level changes as those that would alter the summary of a text, such as a plot change, 
a new lead, an additional section, or an alternative ending. 
After an initial meeting with two people who would serve as second raters, 
advanced doctoral candidates in a literacy education program, the definitions 
presented in Table 7 guided the coding of each revision type. 
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Table 7 
Description of Sentence and Text-Level Revisions 
Sentence Level Text Level 
• Additions • Additions 
0 Words/descriptors 0 Elaboration/ cracking-
0 Phrases; elaboration open of part of the 
within one sentence experience 
0 Non critical sentence 0 Critical 
0 Non critical dialogue sentence/information 
• Deletions • Omission would 
0 Unnecessary alter the story in 
words/descriptors (i.e. someway 
really, really) 0 Sensory details; 
0 Unnecessary sentence appropriately used 
0 Unnecessary dialogue 0 Critical dialogue 
• Substitutions 0 
0 Precise word choice • Deletions 
• Rearrangements 0 Events 
0 Sentence structure 0 Critical sentence 
0 Paragraph break 0 Critical dialogue 
• Gives plot 
information 
• Gives character 
information 
• Moved the story 
forward 
• Substitutions 
0 Voice 
0 Tone 
0 Even~lead,orending 
• Rearrangements 
0 Organization of 
paragraph/ description 
0 Use of transitions 
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Students' editing behaviors were also coded. The following editing 
classifications were used: spelling, tense, number, abbreviation, punctuation, 
capitalization, and format (Faigley & Witte, 1981). 
Students' initial and final published pieces of writing were scored using the 
NAEP Preliminary Holistic Scoring Guide for To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined 
(National Assessment Governing Board, 2007). The NAEP rubric was chosen for 
several reasons: 1) a long history of use in U.S. schools, during which time it has 
continually been studied and refined; 2) it is the only nationally-administered 
writing assessment, 3) the criteria it measures: development of ideas, organization 
of ideas, language facility, and conventions were chosen by the authors of the test to 
reflect the standards for writing proficiency common across states (2007), and 4) its 
widespread use increases the likelihood that this is a valid way to assess student 
writing performance. 
Two fidelity of implementation checklists were used during this intervention. 
The first (see Appendix J) was used prior to the intervention to ensure that Ms. Gee 
was implementing Writer's Workshop with a high degree of fidelity before the 
addition of small-group instruction. The checklist documents the occurrence of the 
following elements: mini lesson, mid-workshop share, end-of-workshop share, 
student conferences (Calkins, 1994), and adherence to Anderson's (2000) 
conference routine. 
Once the grouping intervention was in place, the second checklist (see 
Appendix K) was completed once a week. This checklist includes the critical 
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elements of the grouping intervention: three fifteen-minute guided-writing groups, 
a short, focused mini lesson with the group, and time for student sharing within the 
group. If the teacher deviated from this format, it was discussed during the weekly 
planning session. 
Data sources .. Each data source, its definition, and schedule for collection is 
described in Table 8. One writing sample from each of the target students was 
collected during each of the four lesson strands. These samples were analyzed to 
determine if the strategies taught in the guided writing lessons and/ or whole-class 
lessons were reflected in students' ongoing writing. In addition, both edits and 
revisions were counted. Revisions were analyzed according to whether they were 
text level or surface level changes. 
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Table 8 
Data Sources 
Data Source Definition 
Writing samples • One sample published immediately 
before the intervention 
• One sample (1-2 pages) per week 
copied from each focus student's 
draft books 
• Final rough draft, including all edits 
and revisions 
• Final published personal narrative 
of each focus student 
Semi-structured student interviews • Interview of each of the focus 
students, occurring before, during, 
and after the intervention 
Writing "event" interviews • One "in-process" interview per 
week with each focus student 
Videotapes of guided writing lessons • One video-recording per week of 
each student's participation in a 
guided writing group 
Videotapes ofwhole-class lessons • One video-recording per week of a 
whole class writing lesson 
Conference notes • Weekly notes generated by the 
teacher durin_g_ writin_g_ conferences 
The final narrative was collected from the four target students in two forms. 
First, all planning and drafting for the given piece was photocopied from the 
students' writers' notebooks to capture all revisions and edits made to the piece 
throughout the unit. Revisions were coded as text or sentence level. Second, their 
final published piece was copied and assessed using the NAEP (2007) rubric. 
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Two forms of student interviews took place. First, a three-interview series 
(Seidman, 2006) was used to capture any global changes in student thinking 
regarding their writing and their perceptions of participation in guided-writing 
groups over the course ofthe intervention. 
In the two weeks prior to the intervention, the researcher conducted a semi-
structured interview with each of the target students (see Appendix L). The 
purpose of this interview was to collect background information on each student 
and understand his/her past experiences with the writing process. The purpose of 
the second interview (see Appendix M) was to understand students' views of 
participation in guided-writing groups. In the final interview (see Appendix N) 
students were asked to reflect on their participation in guided-writing groups. The 
second and third interview were also used to determine what information, if any, 
students were understanding and applying from both the small group and whole-
class lessons. 
In addition to the three semi-structured interviews, brief, unstructured, "in-
process" interviews took place with the participants once a week. During these 
interviews the researcher talked to participants as they engaged in the process of 
writing. Talk focused on the application of recent lessons and decisions regarding 
idea generation and/or revision. 
Each week, the researcher videotaped and audiotaped each of the four 
participants as they participated in one guided writing group. One whole-class 
writing lesson was also videotaped and audiotaped each week. 
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Conference notes for each participant were collected from the teacher each 
week. 
Data Analysis 
A collective case-study approach (Barone, 2011) was chosen to generate rich 
data characterizing the experience of struggling writers during guided writing 
lessons. Using multiple cases allowed the researcher to search for patterns across 
cases, increasing the credibility of results. 
All lessons, semi-structured interviews, and "in-process" interviews, were 
transcribed verbatim. The researcher analyzed the transcripts using open coding in 
order to construct categories of emerging themes (Merriam, 1998). Throughout this 
process, self-memoranda were used to capture ongoing thoughts about emerging 
themes and categories. 
A separate coding scheme was developed and used to code the lesson and 
interview data. Lesson codes (see Appendix 0) were divided into three levels of 
coding: Context (guided writing and whole class), instructional actions (explain, 
model, guide, and assign) (adapted from Duke & Pearson, 2002), and self-regulatory 
talk (declarative, procedural, and conditional). These codes were intended to 
capture the teacher's instructional actions and use of self-regulatory language in 
both contexts. 
The purpose of the interview codes (see Appendix P) was to determine to 
what extent students' were able to explain and/or apply lessons that were 
presented in the whole class and in the guided writing context, and to capture 
70 
students' depth of understanding regarding their use of writing strategies. During 
data analysis, the "explain" code was removed and only the "apply" code was 
reported. This was done to ensure that students did not explain a strategy they 
were not actually able to carry out independently. The "apply" code was used when 
students showed evidence of independent application of a strategy taught in the 
whole class or guided writing context. Whether students applied a strategy clearly 
or with some understanding was also noted. 
Further, the researcher looked for instances of students stating a preference 
for or benefit of one context or the other in order to give information about their 
experience as a member of a whole class lesson or a guided writing group. 
A second rater, also a doctoral student in literacy, was trained to use both 
coding schemes. The process for training on both sets of codes was the same. First, 
the researcher explained the list of codes and answered any questions. Then, the 
researcher and second rater independently coded two pages of text, discussed and 
differences, and made modifications, as necessary. Once training was complete, the 
second rater independently coded 20% off all transcribed lessons and interviews. 
An initial agreement of 78.4% was reached on the lesson transcripts and 7 4.8% on 
the interview transcripts. In both cases, the researcher and second rater returned to 
the transcripts, discussed differences, and came to agreement. The final agreement 
rate for lesson transcripts was 96.7% and 87.8% for interview transcripts; again 
using a Cohen's Kappa. 
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Each writing sample, one to two pages per week, was coded using the 
revision coding scheme to analyze whether the changes made were surface or 
meaning changing. Writing samples were cross checked with whole group and 
guided writing lessons (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2001) to determine if participants 
used the writing strategies taught in the small group andjor whole class, in their 
writing. Twenty-percent of all writing samples were crossed checked by one of two 
second readers, with agreement set at 80% 
The total revisions in the baseline and final sample were also counted. A 
frequency count is reported for both sentence level revisions and text level 
revisions. Further, within each of these levels, the number of additions, deletions, 
insertions, and rearrangements is reported. 
Pre and post writing samples were scored using the NAEP rubric by a second 
reader. Agreement was expected to be within one rubric point on each criterion 
measured, and this level of agreement was achieved. 
Threats to Validity 
Although a case-study approach to research is likely to provide a rich 
description and a deep understanding of the instructional change investigated 
(Merriam, 1998), several threats to validity were addressed to strengthen the 
analysis of the data and the validity of the results. 
Internal validity. To improve the internal validity of the research, the 
following strategies were used: exploration of researcher bias, peer examination of 
the emerging coding scheme and coded transcripts, triangulation of data sources, 
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ensuring the fidelity of implementation, and member-checking. 
With respect to bias, the researcher works in the school district where the 
research was conducted, regularly taught writing with small groups while a 
classroom teacher, and believes that using small group lessons during writing is a 
powerful instructional tool. Given the admission of this bias at the outset, the 
researcher and peer examiners placed specific emphasis on a thorough search for 
cases that did not support guided writing as an effective intervention for struggling 
writers. 
Perhaps the most powerful tool to avoid contamination of the reported 
results by researcher bias is the use of a second rater to examine both the emerging 
codes and coded transcripts. Two second-raters volunteered to participate in this 
study. Both were advanced doctoral candidates in the field of literacy. Both raters 
attended meetings to discuss student writing samples and provide their input about 
how to code revision::;. Then, they were trained on the revision-coding scheme and 
subsequently scored student-writing samples. 
Further, one of these second raters coded 20% of all interview transcripts 
and lesson transcripts. This increased the likelihood that the researcher had read 
the data with a critical eye and without personal bias. Meeting at least an 80% 
agreement rate, using a Cohen's Kappa, a more stringent statistical analysis than a 
raw percentage, increases the credibility of conclusions. 
The researcher also used data triangulation to draw conclusions about 
changes in student revising behaviors. This process included cross checking of 
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writing samples, student interviews, and conference notes to verify emerging 
themes. 
Another threat to validity was the fidelity with which the teacher 
implemented the grouping intervention. The teacher is an integral part of the 
success of any instructional initiative. To increase the likelihood of the lessons and 
Writer's Workshop being carried out in the most effective manner, the researcher 
completed the group i. ng fidelity checklist (see Appendix G) once a week to ensure 
that the intervention was carried out as planned. In the event that there were any 
discrepancies between the intended structure and the actual implementation of the 
intervention, the researcher and the teacher discussed the differences at their 
weekly planning meeting and made appropriate changes. 
Finally, member checking was used to ensure that the researcher accurately 
interpreted students' writing behaviors. As the researcher developed emerging 
ideas about students' behavior, she returned to the participants and discussed these 
ideas during in-process writing interviews. 
External validity. Although the goal of qualitative research is not to 
generalize results beyond the populations of students who were studied, it is still 
necessary to consider external validity and the extent to which the results are of 
interest with regard to both similar and different populations. First, the rich 
description of the participants, context, and intervention that is permitted through 
case study methodology provides readers with enough information to glean 
conclusions that are applicable to the population of students they are interested in 
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and those which would not apply to the given population (Merriam, 1998). 
Further, creating multiple cases makes it possible to compare the prevalence 
of codes across cases. Finding similar codes across cases, agreed upon by a second 
rater, increases the reliability of the results. 
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CHAPTER IV 
Results 
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between 
participation in guided writing groups and changes in students' strategic writing 
behaviors and overall writing performance. A collective case study approach 
(Barone, 2011) was used to gather data on four struggling writers in a fourth-grade 
classroom as they participated in large and small group contexts to support 
instruction of one un:it on personal narrative writing. 
This chapter begins with the presentation of the data related to teacher talk. 
As the data were analyzed, it became clear that teacher talk differed between the 
contexts and had an impact on student outcomes. Thus, data on teacher talk are 
presented first as background information to help explain findings in each student 
case. Then, data related to each student are analyzed and presented as separate 
cases. The research question that guided the first section is: 
1. Does teacher talk differ in the context of whole-class instruction and 
guided- writing groups? 
Teacher Talk in Whole and Small Group Lessons 
To understand and explain differences in students' perceptions of the 
usefulness of whole and small group lessons, teacher talk in both contexts was 
analyzed. This analysis made clear that Ms. Gee used the two contexts for different 
purposes. Guiding writing groups provided a context for individual conferences 
with students as they applied new strategies. As she observed students in this 
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context, she became deeply familiar with each student's work, and this often 
allowed her to intervene at the point that students experienced confusion. 
Observational notes recorded during one of Catherine's small group meeting 
documented Ms. Gee conferring with Catherine several times to clarify confusion 
about the lesson and to redirect her work: 
Catherine writes right away, watches Ms. Gee, writing in notebook- very 
different than her demeanor in the whole class lesson. Ms. Gee asks 
Catherine to try "trip to China." Five minutes in, Ms. Gee redirects Catherine 
to come closer to the group- evidence of increased engagement and the 
teacher's ability to control engagement in the small group (notes to myself 
for further exploration). (October 18· 2012) 
When she (Ms. Gee) checks in with Catherine, [she] has her move spots to be 
closer, [Ms. Gee to Catherine] "Catherine, I need you right here, I need you to 
really be trying what we're doing here." 
• Encourages Catherine to choose a specific day out of her trip to China 
• Checks in with other students and returns to Catherine- "I don't know 
why you're trying this [gestures to her writer's notebook]. We 
weren't doing this, Catherine. I'm going to let everyone move on to 
the next one, and you and I are going to work on this together." [Voice 
is friendly not punitive.] 
77 
• [notes to self] It is necessary to redirect Catherine several times 
during this lesson in order for her to stay on track and be successful 
with the task- compare this to when she was off task during the 
whole class yesterday and received only a quick "spot check." 
• Ms. Gee works with her, step by step. (Observation notes recorded 
while viewing video of October 19, 2012 lesson) 
During a later lesson, Catherine again experienced difficulty with the task at 
hand-- making up details when memory about an event is sketchy. Field notes 
again document that Ms. Gee checked in with Catherine several times before she 
adequately understood the lesson: 
Ms. Gee checks-in with Catherine first and praises her for getting right to 
writing. 
• Tells her to put a box where she wants to add more details 
• Lets her know she will check back in 
• Proceeds to other students 
• [notes to self] Again- this is a richer check-in, a mini conference, 
rather than a brief "spot check" 
• 
• 
At 10:31, Ms. Gee returns to Catherine and asks if she found a spot yet 
"Why would you make that choice as a writer?" [to Catherine] -
Probes deeper 
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• Catherine is taking out a part- Ms. Gee says this makes sense as a 
writer, but they are thinking about where to add more details [not 
delete them] 
• [notes to self] Ms. Gee catches a misconception/ off task work with 
Catherine here, just as she did in the previous lesson 
• Ms. Gee reiterates the teaching point with Catherine and stars a place 
in her writing where she could add more details 
• [notes to self] Small group format allows for varying levels of 
support/reteaching/explanation. (Observation notes recorded while 
viewing video of lesson on October 26, 2012) 
Ms. Gee used the guided-writing context as a means to observe each student's 
understanding of the focal strategy and reteach or review with individual students 
during each lesson, multiple times if necessary. This gave her the ability to guide 
students' work and offer increasingly more direct prompts with each encounter. 
Apart from eli.citing student responses to questions she posed, Ms. Gee's 
interactions with students in the whole-class context were generally aimed at 
ensuring attention or refocusing an individual student. In this example, Corey was 
the respondent: 
T: You got to try it out, okay? But remember, as I'm starting, I'm thinking 
about where am I going to begin? Then, where am I going to go? I'm really 
living the moment and writing it down. So right now, writers, I want you - so 
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we're back to my expectation for the beginning of the year, right? What do I 
expect you to be doing for all of writer's workshop today? Who could 
remember? What is Ms. Gee's expectation? Corey? 
S: I must be writing. 
T: You must be writing absolutely. You must be writing. And now that we're 
working on a personal narrative, you must be writing true stories. (Whole-
class lesson, October 11, 2012) 
Such interactions seemed to serve the purpose of either securing attention of 
a particular student or reiterating a point made earlier in the lesson. These 
exchanges rarely engaged the focal student in a discussion related to a particular 
aspect of his/her own writing. 
Ms. Gee also used the whole-class context to guide students in discussion 
about new strategies. Here, Ms. Gee questions students in reference to a model text 
she has distributed. 
T: Jaden, what's something you notice about the middle? What does the 
middle have to have? 
S: It has to have details so the reader knows what's going on. 
T: That's right. Details so the reader knows what's going on. What else does 
the middle need? It's a challenge a bit. We talked about this, so you should try 
to see if it's included. William? 
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S2: It also includes descriptive, internal responses, so the reader knows what 
the main character is feeling or thinking. (Whole-class lesson, November 8, 
2012) 
Instructional actions. The assertion that Ms. Gee used both contexts for 
different purposes is confirmed by analysis of her instructional actions (see Tables 8 
& 9). In the guided-writing context, Ms. Gee's actions were characterized by a high 
degree of explaining, guiding, and assigning. In contrast, Ms. Gee used explanation 
more often than the other actions in the whole-class context. Thus, her actions were 
more varied during guided writing. Further, because she presented the lesson to 
the all the students in the group, and then checked in with them individually, she 
had more opportunities to explain, guide, and assign. In contrast, these actions 
occur less often in the whole-class context because students typically returned to 
their seats to write independently after a new strategy was presented and 
discussed. 
Ms. Gee's use and frequency of modeling was almost the same for the guided 
writing and whole-class context. As stated, whole-class lessons generally came to a 
close soon after the strategy at hand was modeled and a short episode of guided 
practice occurred. 
Conversely, during guided-writing lessons, after the strategy was modeled, 
Ms. Gee circulated to each student, usually guiding them as they applied the strategy 
in their own draft books. In the lessons observed, Ms. Gee held thirty-two individual 
conversations with students. In one-quarter of the observed conversations, Ms. Gee 
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also assigned, stating exactly what she wanted students to work on when she moved 
on to the next student. In this example, Ms. Gee guides Melissa as she tries to add 
dialogue to her story: 
T: Melissa, can you show me some dialogue you've got? 
S: I see ... I don"t think I've got any dialogue. 
T: Oh, you don't have any dialogue. Well, can you do something about that? 
S: Yeah. 
T: Okay, great Can you- Is there a spot where there is more than one person 
in the story? 
S: Yes? 
T: Where? 
S: Well, me and my mom were getting the tickets. 
T: Oh, great. You and mom were getting the tickets. Could you use dialogue to 
show that scene? 
S:Hmm ... 
T: You know what? Do you have a piece of draft paper here? 
S: [asks teacher] Do you want me to get her one? 
T: Yes, could you get me a piece of blank draft paper? Let's just, if we can, 
write some dialogue for that scene. So let's- let's talk it out before, and then 
you could just write it. What would it- what might you guys have said? Did 
you talk at all in getting the tickets? Did you say anything to your mom? 
S: Well, my mom said like- 3D's too expensive. 
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T: Oh, that gives me a lot of information. Great. 
S: Also, it also .. it was also really late - we had to go shopping when we got 
there. 
T: So she could say all that, right? Okay, so let's try it. And then what did you 
say back? 
S: Also, it could have been-let me think. Well, I had choices what to watch. 
T: Mm-hmm. 
S: So I looked at what else could we watch. 
T: Oh, so she asked you. She told you that 3D was too expensive, she asked 
you which one you want to see, and then what did you say back? 
S: I said, well, I have two choices. I could watch the Dark Knight Rises, or the 
Amazing Spiderman. 
T: So you could put that in your dialogue, in your words. And that gives me 
tons of information. Okay. I want you to write that dialogue. Every time a 
new person talks, you put it on a new line, okay? 
S: Okay. 
T: I'm going to swoop back around and see how it goes. (Guided-writing 
lesson, November 2, 2012) 
This interaction was coded both guide, as Ms. Gee helped Melissa identify 
where to put the dialogue in her draft, and assign, because Ms. Gee told Melissa what 
she would like her to work on. Ms. Gee guided students in over half of the 
conferences she held. 
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Tables 8 and 9 provide an analysis of Ms. Gee's instructional actions. 
Table 9 
Frequency and Rate of Instructional Actions in Guided Writing and Whole-Class 
Contexts 
Instructional Guided Writing Whole Class 
Action 
Frequency Rate per Frequency Rate per 
lesson lesson 
Explain 39 3.54 16 2.00 
Model 7 0.64 5 0.63 
Guide 46 4.18 5 0.63 
Assign 28 2.55 5 0.63 
Table 10 
Frequency and Rate of Instructional Actions in Individual Context 
Instructional Action Individual Conversations 
Frequency Rate per lesson 
Explain 5 0.16 
Model 1 0.03 
Guide 20 0.63 
Assign 8 0.25 
Note. 32 individual conversations occurred within the guided-writing context. The 
numbers displayed in this table are taken from the total frequency in guided writing. 
Self-regulatory talk. Teachers' use of self-regulatory language has been 
correlated with students' ability to apply new strategies on their own (Paris, Lipson, 
& Wixson, 1983). For this reason, Ms. Gee's instances of declarative, procedural, and 
conditional talk were also tracked across both contexts (see Tables 10 & 11). 
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Table 11 
Frequency and Rate of Teacher Strategic Talk in Guided Writing and Whole-Class 
Contexts 
Teacher Guided Writing Whole Class Strategic Talk 
Frequency Rate per Frequency Rate per lesson lesson 
SR -declarative 7 0.64 2 0.25 
SR-procedural 15 1.36 9 1.13 
SR -conditional 16 1.45 4 0.50 
Table 12 
Frequency and Rate of Teacher Strategic Talk in Individual Context 
Teacher Strategic 1Lalk Individual Conversations 
Frequency Rate per lesson 
SR -declarative 2 0.25 
SR-procedural 9 1.13 
SR -conditional 4 0.50 
Note. 32 individual conversations occurred within the guided-writing context. The 
numbers displayed in this table are taken from the total frequency in guided writing. 
Ms. Gee had a similar rate of procedural talk, explaining the steps in 
accomplishing a task across the two contexts; however, her rate of conditional talk 
in the guided-writing context was almost three times that of the whole-class context. 
Of the three types of teacher talk, conditional talk, explaining not only what a 
strategic action is, but also how and when that action would be most appropriate 
has been shown to promote students' self regulation of new strategies (Paris et al., 
1983). 
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In the following example, Ms. Gee uses conditional talk to explain to students 
when and why they might fabricate some details to slow down time at a particularly 
important part of a narrative: 
So you have been working on trying to figure out focus in your stories and 
control how the time moves. And one of the ways that you control how the 
time moves is filling in more details in the times you want to slow down, 
right? So Catherine, what you want to do is stretch out those moments of 
time focus. Sometimes it can feel like you're stuck, you can't remember 
exactly what happened. But you need to feel free to add in fake details that 
make sense. Right? So you can feel free to add in fake details. You can say that 
somebody said something, even if they didn't. Okay? But if it makes sense 
and it helps your story be stretched out more, you can definitely put it in. So 
can you guys open your notebooks and find a spot where you're trying to 
slow down the time by adding lots of details. Let's try for the next- we have 
quite a bit of time [left in the lesson]- eight minutes. We can work on sticking 
in details whether they're real or slightly real, but add it a little bit more. Can 
you find a spot where you could add more details? Find a spot to slow down 
time, zoom in on that focus and add more detail. (Guided-writing lesson, 
October 26, 2012) 
Examining transcripts for instances of procedural language with individuals 
(rather than all members of the guided-writing group), showed that Ms. Gee most 
often used procedural language- explaining how to apply a strategy- as she spoke 
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with individuals. In this excerpt, Ms. Gee described how she would like Catherine to 
find and mark a place where she could add more details to her work: 
T: Oh,let's look in here for a time we want to add more details, and we're 
going to make some up, okay? Can you pick a time? I'm going to force you to 
do it- a part where you could add more details. So you should carefully re-
read and then put a box around where you could add more details. (Guided-
writing lesson, October 26, 2012) 
Individual Student Cases 
Following is an in-depth analysis of each student case. In each case, analyses 
focus answers to the first three research questions, in turn. The research questions 
that guided this work are: 
1. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a part of 
writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in overall writing quality? 
2. When struggling writers participate in guided-writing lessons as a part of 
writer's workshop, is there evidence of change in writing behaviors? 
3. What are the perceptions of struggling writers about the effectiveness of 
guided-writing groups? 
Case 1: Corey. At the start of the study, Corey was often disengaged during 
writer's workshop. He displayed frequent avoidance behaviors such as sharpening 
his pencil, requesting to go to the bathroom, and playing with items in his desk. In 
his initial interview, Corey stated that it was difficult for him to start writing and 
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focus while writing. 
Evidence of cli!ange in overall writing quality. Corey's overall score and his 
scores on each identified subskill improved substantially from baseline to final 
sample (see Table 13]. 
Table 13 
Corey's Writing Quality Scores from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Measured skill (NAEP rubric) Baseline Final 
Significance of experience 2 4 
Examples and sensory details 2 4 
Focus and organization 2 4 
Sentence structure 2 4 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics 2 4 
Overall score 2 4 
At baseline (see Figure 2) Corey's writing was characterized by a loosely 
connected chain of events with little apparent story structure. He began telling a 
story of taking a ferry to see puffins with his family and then abruptly shifted focus 
to explain that his cousin got hungry, "My cousin got hungry halfway through so we 
got out to get some food after my cousin ate we went back to the ferry and took off." 
The piece ends here, and Corey never actually tells the story of seeing the puffins. 
Corey did not include any dialogue in his piece and, overall, his language was 
simplistic and word choices were nondescript. 
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Figure 2 
Corey's Baseline Sample 
In contrast, Corey's final sample (see Figure 3) included a clear story-
structure to frame his ideas and details to elaborate on elements of the story. In 
developing the story, he used descriptive language and varied grammatical 
structures. Additionally, unlike his baseline sample that lacked details to convey 
feeling or emotion, in his final sample he used dialogue to show his own feelings and 
create a humorous tone; for example, of his mom and aunt screaming after their car 
was attacked by an ostrich in a wild animal park. Corey wrote, "Once the attack was 
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over and we settled down, 'I think you guys over reacted,' I said. 'Ha ha ha' they 
were laughing as hard as they could at themselves." 
Figure 3 
Corey's Final Sample 
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Table 14 shows that Corey made three times as many revisions from baseline 
to final sample. Most significant is that Corey's text-level revisions increased from 0 
to 4 .. These included adding relevant dialogue (2), expanding general description 
with more specific details (1), and adding personal feelings (1). With the insertion 
of the sentence," 'Jump into the car Corey,' said my mom," Corey used dialogue to 
show how the action was moving from one location to another. With the insertion 
of the phrase, "a list of the animals," Corey extended details about what happened 
when they entered the animal park. 
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Table 14 
Frequency of Corey's Revisions from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Baseline Final 
Sentence-level revis:ions 
Additions 0 2 
Deletions 0 0 
Substitutions 2 0 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Text-level revisions 
Additions 0 4 
Deletions 0 0 
Substitutions 0 0 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Total Revisions 2 6 
Edits 0 5 
Evidence of change in writing behaviors. This intervention took place over 
four instructional cycles, each comprised of five lessons: three guided writing and 
two whole class sess i.ons. During each instructional cycle, strategies taught in 
guided writing were related to writing structure, idea development, or coherence 
and focus, depending on student need. All students received the same whole-class 
lessons. These were selected by the teacher and identified as critical to 
understanding the genre of personal narrative. Table 15 shows the whole class 
lessons that occurred during each instructional cycle, as well as Corey's group 
placement during each instructional cycle. The related teaching points of the 
strategy lessons he received are also included. Note that, because Cycle 4 was used 
for the purposes of making final revisions and publishing, no new strategies were 
presented in either context. 
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Table 15 
Corey's Group Placement and Teaching Focus during each Instructional Cycle 
Cycle Whole-Class Lesson Focus Group Guided-Writing Lesson 
No. Focus Focus 
1 Today I want to teach you a Structure Every good piece of writing 
strategy for generating has a beginning, middle and an 
ideas. Think of a person or end. Each part does it's own 
place that matters to you. job (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
Then list clear small 2004, p. D-2). (October 12, 
moments you remember 2012) 
related to that person or 
place (Calkins, 2006, p. 1-
26). (October 11, 2012) 
Good personal narrative You can use a story mountain 
writing is about a "seed," not to help you plan your writing. 
a giant watermelon topic. What details will be important 
You "zoom-in" to tell the to include in the beginning, 
most important parts of the middle, and end? (October 16, 
story (Calkins, 2006, p. 27- 2012) 
36). (October 15, 2012) 
I'm going to show you Once you have narrowed your 
something you could add to topic, you can use a story 
your story mountain to help mountain to help you plan. 
you write even better. You (October 17, 2012) 
can add bubbles to explain 
how you were feeling at 
different parts of the story. 
This is called your internal 
story. What was the "big 
feeling" during the 
beginning middle and end 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 103-113)? 
(October 18, 2012) 
2 Our lives are not just what Idea When you're memory about an 
happens to us, they are our development event is sketchy, you can 
response to what happens to invent details to fill in the gaps 
us. Today, as I read the text, (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, p. 
listen for the ways the I-13). (October, 19, 2012) 
author showed emotion in 
her story. Think of ways you 
can bring out the internal 
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story in your narrative 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 103-113). 
I (October 22, 2012) 
One strategy for writing a When dialogue is most 
good ending :is telling the effective, we really hear the 
part that happened at the characters talking with each 
end and then giving a other. Today we're going to 
response statement- or a talk about how to write 
feeling/opinion statement dialogue that sounds 
about how you felt at the believable and strengthens a 
end of the experience piece of writing (Fletcher & 
(Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, Portalupi, 2004, p. L-19). 
p. D-23). (October 25, 2012) (October 23, 2012) 
Continue previous lesson. 
(October 24, 2012) 
3 Today it's time to choose Idea Continue previous lesson. 
your topic. Watch as I development (October 26, 2012) 
reread the ideas in my 
writer's notebook and think 
about which one is worth 
developing into a story that 
I'd like to publish (Calkins, 
2006, p. 59-68). (November 
1, 2012) 
You can put a box around Today, I'm going to teach you 
the beginning, middle, and how to make your dialogue 
end of your s.tory to make even stronger. As you reread 
sure you have enough your dialogue, ask yourself: 1) 
details. (Adapted from Does this dialogue move the 
Calkins, 2006, p. 147-146). action/plot of my story 
Writers can use a revising forward? 2) Does this 
checklist to help accomplish dialogue help develop my 
this. (November 8, 2012) characters? (Fletcher & 
Portalupi, 2004, p. L-17). 
I (November 2, 2012) 
Continue previous lesson. 
I (November 7, 2012) 
4 During this cycle, students Revising You can use a partner to give 
published and celebrated groups you feedback when you feel 
their writing. (November 15 like you're done. Today we 
& 16, 2012) will practice how to give and 
get purposeful feedback. 
I (November 13, & 14, 2012) 
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Weekly interviews occurred during each instructional cycle. During each 
interview, the researcher asked students to explain their decision-making while 
writing. Figure 4 shows the number oftimes Corey demonstrated application of one 
of the taught strategies while being interviewed. 
Figure 4 
Corey- Frequency of Strategy Application at each Intervention Cycle 
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Cycles 
Through the four cycles of the intervention, Corey's application of writing 
strategies steadily rose. Corey showed particular growth in his ability to elaborate 
with relevant details and add dialogue. In addition, Corey became more engaged 
during independent writing time. 
Elaborates with relevant details. Corey spent two cycles of instruction in an 
idea development strand. As part ofthis intervention, Ms. Gee emphasized 
expanding the beginning, middle, and end of his writing with details. Over the 
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course of the intervention, Corey grew in his ability to elaborate his ideas with 
relevant details. The following interview excerpt is indicative of Corey's revising to 
make his piece more detailed. Here, he explains his decision to get rid of the word 
"stuff' and, instead, include specific details: 
I: So any other strategies that you tried to use with this piece? So, you made 
the list [of possible topics to write about], you tried to use dialogue, you tried 
to add description [student had previously explained this]. 
S: Yeah, and on this, it says ... 
I: So now we're looking at your draft? 
S: Yeah. So on this, it says, it used to say, "Once we got to the park, we walked 
into the building to get the map and stuff" But, I, like, crossed [out] the stuff 
and did, "Once we-once we got to the park, we walked into the building to get 
the map and the list of animals that we were going to see." (In-process 
interview, November 15, 2012) 
In this interview, Corey read from his writing and made a revision while 
reading. He decided to clarify that the houses he passed in Israel were more like 
wooden huts than traditional houses. 
I: Oh, okay. You're doing a little revising on the fly here [noticing that Corey is 
making changes while he recopies his revised rough draft]. 
S: Okay, [Corey explains what he's writing about] I was driving to an animal 
park with my mom and my sister, and my mom's sister Marcie. We were 
going there because I wasn't old enough to go to Petra, an old town carved 
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into a big rock face. We passed palm trees with figs on them and passed some 
houses, too. Passed some wooden houses, I guess. 
1: Oh, nice that's more- that gives me a better picture. 
S: Not like big brick houses or castles, like little small huts. (In-process 
interview, November 15, 2012) 
Corey followed through with this change (Figure 5), and his final sample 
included this description: 
Figure 5 
Excerpt from Corey's Final Sample 
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Use of dialogue. Corey also showed progress in his. In his baseline sample, he 
used no dialogue at all. After a sequence of three dialogue lessons, the researcher 
overheard Corey state, as he left the small group lesson, that he didn't like writing 
dialogue. Yet, during an interview the following day, after Corey participated in one 
more guided writing lesson focused on dialogue, he conceded the need to use 
dialogue: 
I: All right, so what's going on? Tell me again. 
S: I'm adding dialogue. 
1: Okay. Tell me about why you're doing that. 
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S: Because Ms. Gee said so. 
I: Well, why do you think she said so? 
S: I don't know- wait ... to make the story better and make the writing better. 
I: What do you think that means? Crack that open a little bit for me. How does 
that make the story better? Why do writers write dialogue? 
S: To like make it more ... like realistic? 
I: Good thinking. So, yesterday I thought it was really interesting when you 
left the group you said, "I don't like writing dialogue." Why is that? 
S: Because it confuses me. I don't get it. 
I: Okay, tell me what you don't get about it. 
S: Like when to add it and how to like, like - like how to make it so, like, a 
certain person talks. Like it could be any person. Do you like write - "hi, my 
name is?" Like - "his name was", "she said", or "my mom said" or ... do you do 
that? 
I: So it's a little confusing to know how and when to add dialogue? Did 
anything that happened in your group today help you? 
S: Yeah, kind of. 
I: Okay, tell me what maybe helped. 
S: Whenever someone was like - when someone was like saying something, 
and not just like - I usually just write, "their mom said hi." 
I: Uh-huh. 
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S: But she told me that like- Ms. Gee told me that to write like "hi." My mom 
said, "Hi." "Why did you do that?" I said. "I don't know." (making the point 
that you could show a conversation through dialogue). (In-process interview 
October 24, 2012) 
In the next example, after completing two lesson cycles on how and when to 
use dialogue, Corey further refined his thinking: 
I: I know you worked really hard on dialogue thus unit. Tell me about what 
you learned about dialogue. 
S: We learned to- don't use dialogue that's just in there to do you know ... 
don't use it to- it's just in there just for fun, but use it tell the story. Well, to 
show the story, not tell it. 
I: And was that something that Ms. Gee did with the whole class or something 
she did in your small group? 
S: In the small group. (In-process interview, November 15, 2012) 
Corey was able to convey that, initially, it was his confusion about when and 
how to use dialogue that was preventing him from trying it in his writing. After six 
lessons guided-writing lessons with a focus on dialogue Corey was able to articulate 
some guidelines about when to use dialogue-when it helps to TELL the story. He 
demonstrated his understanding of this guideline by using dialogue in his own piece 
in a way that did, in fact, improve the clarity of the episode he was writing about. 
He was able to use the information presented in the group to clarify his confusion 
and began to use dialogue more effectively in his writing. 
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Increased engagement. At the start of the study, during the first interview, 
Corey acknowledged that he was often distracted when writing on his own, and that 
it was difficult for him to focus while writing. Even as we spoke, Corey exhibited 
distractability, here, twirling around and around in his chair: 
I: And what do you think you do well when you write? What's easy for you? 
And if you don't mind, I'm just going to move this [the recorder] over to you 
[to hear better]. 
S: Just writing like once I get started, I can write for a while. Like if I'm not 
started, it's hard for me to focus on writing. 
1: So its the getting started that's sometimes hard? 
S: Yeah. 
1: What makes that hard? Can you tell what makes it hard or you're not sure? 
[Corey is spinning in his chair.] I'm going to ask you- you know what's going 
to happen? When I try to listen to you [on the tape recorder], your voice is 
going to go 'whum whum' [because of the movement ofthe chair]. It's going 
to be really hard to hear because your chair is squeaking. Can you try to spin 
less? I know you have that cool swivel chair. 
S: Uh ... 
1: So we were talking about getting started. 
S: Yeah. 
I: What is it that that makes getting started hard? Can you tell? 
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S: Well there are a lot of distracting things in the room, that there are things 
that like are outside [the window] and things like that. 
I: So it's hard just to focus on the task of writing sometimes. 
S: Yeah. (Interview 1, October 3, 2012) 
Observational notes recorded during classroom visits before the start of the 
study confirmed that Corey was often distracted during independent writing time. 
On October 4, 2012, Corey was observed tapping his pencil, staring out the window, 
and fiddling with items in his desk during writing time, seemingly avoiding the task 
of writing. During vi:sits on October 4 and 5, he made frequent requests to get a 
drink, go to the bathroom, and sharpen his pencil (Field notes, October 4 & 5). 
At the start of Cycle 2, during a planning session, Ms. Gee reported that Corey 
suddenly began writing substantially longer pieces during writer's workshop and 
seemed more engaged when writing independently. Field notes from confirmed Ms. 
Gee's observations: 
• [For the first time] Corey writes diligently throughout other two lessons 
[when he is not in a group and writing independently]- what made this 
happen? 
[When I] interviewed him- says the new planning technique Ms. Gee helped 
him to sustain writing] (Field notes, October 19, 2012) 
During an in-process interview, Corey attributed the change in his 
engagement and productivity to a writing conference with Ms. Gee in which she 
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helped him to create a list of meaningful topics he might write about: 
I: You're on fire! What's going on for you? Tell me about the writing you're 
doing for today. 
S: I'm writing about when I was snorkeling in Israel. 
1: Okay. So let's go back. Ms. Gee [Ms. Gee] told me how you exploded 
yesterday and did this ton of writing all in one day. Tell me about that. How 
did that happen for you? 
S: The ... the ... the list right here. 
I: So what's this list? What's going on here? 
S: It's a list she [Ms. Gee] made of vacations like- of vacations where I went. 
1: Okay. 
S: Like places. Like, and I just chose Israel. That was on the top of my mind. 
I: What made you choose Israel and not Cape house or birthdays or soccer? 
S: Because Israel, I've only been there once and it was kinda like a bigger trip 
than my other ones. 
I: Okay. 
S: Like I -the most I go to the Cape house is a week and two days, probably. 
I: Okay. 
S: And I went to Israel for three weeks. 
1: Where did you learn how to do this plan? 
S: Well, Ms. Gee did it. 
I: Oh, okay. 
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S: She like kinda ... 
1: When she So.t down alone with you? 
S: Yeah. 
1: So it was like a writing conference and you guys did this together. 
S: Yeah, but it wasn't at writing ten [Writing was at a different time that day.] 
1: Okay. 
S: Like- and s:r1e like did that [points to where Ms. Gee has written a heading 
for "trip to Israel"], and then she asked me to list a bunch of things I did there 
[in Israel]. So I listed when I rode on a camel, when I went snorkeling, and the 
animal park. And then I narrowed down the animal park to the ostrich 
attacking me. (In-process interview, October 19, 2012) 
At the start of cycle 2, Ms. Gee made no further mention of concerns about 
Corey's engagement during independent writing. Further, no field notes or memos 
recorded off-task behaviors. Instead, field notes indicated that Corey was generally 
focused when writing throughout the remainder of intervention. 
Perceptions of learning contexts. The next section will provide a 
description of how Corey perceived his experience in both the whole class guided-
writing contexts. 
As indicated in Table 16 Corey perceived the guided-writing context as both 
the source of his decision-making and the origin of his strategy knowledge. He 
attributed the guided-writing context as his knowledge source more than four times 
as often as he cited t ' e whole-class context. 
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Table 16 
Corey- Frequency of Stated Source for Strategy Use 
Code Frequency 
guided writing- application - clear 9 
guided writing- ap_Qlication- some 0 
guided writing total 9 
whole class- application - clear 2 
whole class- application- some 0 
whole class total 2 
Note: The descriptors "some" and "clear" refer to the student's level of 
understanding when describing the strategy. 
Whole class. At the start of the study, Corey stated a preference for whole 
class instruction over the guided-writing context. His perception was that whole-
class lessons were longer, and thus resulted in less time remaining to write 
independently. Since he disliked writing, he saw this as a plus: 
1: And then my last question today Corey, if you walked into the classroom 
today, and Ms. Gee said, "Corey, would you rather choose a small group 
lesson today or a whole group lesson?" which would you choose? 
S: I would choose a whole group lesson. 
1: Okay, tell me about that. How come? 
S: Because they're longer. 
I: Because they're longer. So what does a longer lesson get you? Tell me 
more. 
S: Less writing time. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
At the start of the study, Ms. Gee agreed to keep whole-class lessons to fifteen 
minutes or less, the same length oftime as one guided writing group, but Corey did 
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not see this as the case. At that point in time, he felt whole-class lessons were longer 
and as such, allowed him to avoid independent writing. 
Guided writing. Corey perceived the one-to-one conversations that occurred 
within the context of guided writing as the source of many of his revisions. After 
presenting a new strategy to the small group, Ms. Gee allowed students time to 
apply the strategy in their own work, checking in with them as they did so. In this 
example, Corey named a discussion he had just had with Ms. Gee during guided 
writing as the impetus for the changes he was making to his writing: 
1: Okay, so you decided not to write about the soccer game? 
S: Yeah. 
I: How did you make that decision? 
S: Well, because Ms. Gee said I should keep- stick with apple picking. 
I: Okay. And so you're having a hard time figuring out where to start with 
apple picking'! What helped? I see you got started now. 
S: I just started to write the beginning. 
I: Can you move your hand away from your mouth? 
S: I just started like at the beginning. 
1: Okay. 
S: And I kind of- I like- kind of started from driving to the apple picking 
place because that's where it would make the most sense like to show to the 
reader. .. (In-process interview, October 16, 2012) 
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Corey's perception that small group instruction influenced his writing is 
consistent with field notes recorded the same day. Field notes describe Ms. Gee 
guiding Corey while e worked on his piece about the trip to the apple orchard: 
T: Corey, can I see what you did? Can we try this out? You gotta do this 
work right now. What does it look like? Instead of saying "there were" -
Start the sentence with, "Long rows of apple trees ... " And how would you 
finish it? How would you finish that sentence to describe what it looks like? 
(Field notes, October 16, 2012) 
This exchange began a conversation between Corey and Ms. Gee in which she 
pointed out sections in his draft that lacked sufficient detail and asked questions to 
prompt him to provide more information. He answered the questions she posed. 
When Corey returned to his desk after his guided writing group, he added the 
following detail to his draft: "The sun was like an orange in the sky." (Writing 
sample, October 16, 2012) 
In another example, Corey explained his understanding of a suggestion Ms. 
Gee gave him in response to his work: 
1: Okay. So what do you think Ms. Gee means when she says to show this 
[Researcher points to a place in Corey's writing that Ms. Gee has called the 
'big tell']? 
S: She means to stretch it out in details like "the ostrich was pecking and 
attacking and scratching and jumping" well, it wasn't jumping on the car, but 
you know, pecking it. (Interview, November 13, 2012) 
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Field notes are consistent with Corey's explanation that Ms. Gee had wanted 
him to add more details to this part of his writing: 
She [Ms. Gee] comes over to talk to Corey - "Will you show me where you're 
at in the story"? I see something already. Can I have you revise something? 
This [points to his paper] is a big 'tell.' Instead of telling me that, can you 
show me?" 
She compliments several specific parts of the writing and then brings him 
back to the part they are looking at. She says, "You know it's important [and, 
as such, should be expanded], you put it in capital letters" (Field notes, 
November 7, 2012) 
Corey's final writing sample showed that he acted on Ms. Gee's instruction: 
"PING" "ping" the ostrich was pecking at the window I thought it was going 
to crack! "AHHHHHH" they both [mom and aunt] screamed I thought it was 
awesome but my heart was beating 100 miles per hour. "HONK" went the 
horn the ostrich started running full speed away from the car! (Final Sample, 
collected November 15, 2012) 
In addition to identifying the one-to-one conversations that occurred within 
the context of guided writing as the source of many of his revisions, Corey also 
explained that the small group context gave him the opportunity to hone his own 
skills - working on new strategies that he actually needed, as opposed to working on 
the same strategy as everyone in the class. The following excerpt is representative 
of this perception: 
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I: I wondered if you could tell me the differences between your small group 
and your whole-class lessons. 
S: The small groups are like .. . we're just talking about like ... what we need-
like in the group. Like what we need. In the bigs, we're just talking about 
what a few people need, not everyone. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
By the end of the intervention, Corey identified the small group format as 
preferable to whole-class lessons. He explained that, when group size was reduced, 
he was better able to focus: 
I: Was anything difficult for you in this piece of writing? 
S: Yeah. 
I: And what was that? 
S: When we were like revising, and looking for places, like when we were 
writing it, it's kind a distracting like to hear the pencils going [demonstrates]. 
I: Yeah. 
S: On the table. 
I: So it's difficult to kind of filter distractions? What else do you find distracts 
you when you are writing? 
S: I's on tables. Like the dot of the I. 
1: Oh really? Just when you do it? Or when other kids do it too? 
S: Yeah, when I do ittoo. 
I: Oh. Anything else? 
S: No. 
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1: Do you find, Corey, I wonder, is it more or less distracting when you're in 
one to one conferences with Ms. Gee, when you're in a small group, or when 
you're in the whole class? When do you find yourself the most distracted? 
S: In the ... 
I: Or when you're just writing on your own? 
S: When I'm in the ... just writing on my own. 
I: Yeah, so that's the most distracting. And the three ways that Ms. Gee does 
lessons, one to one, small group or big group, which of those do you find-
where are you the most distracted? 
S: Big group. 
I: Big group? Why do you think that is? 
S: Because there's a lot- sometimes like when they bring their books, there's 
a lot of crinkling of paper like ... 
1: So all those sounds. 
S: Yeah. 
1: Anything else? 
S: No, not really. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Summary 
Over the course of the intervention, Corey made gains in his overall writing 
performance from baseline to final sample and in his ability to use new writing 
strategies to make revisions to his work. In particular, Corey demonstrated an 
understanding of how to expand the parts of his narrative with relevant details and 
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use dialogue in effective ways. Corey also became more engaged during 
independent writing time and displayed fewer actions aimed at avoiding the task of 
writing. 
Corey perceived the guided-writing context as the source of his strategy 
development. In particular, he identified the one-to-one conversations with Ms. Gee 
that occurred during the context of guided writing as particularly influential to his 
work. 
Over the course of the intervention Corey changed his mind about which 
context he preferred, whole class or guided writing. Initially, he felt the whole-class 
lessons were longer and, thus, left little time for him to write independently. By the 
end of the intervention, Corey expressed a preference for the guided-writing 
context. His perception was that, during guided writing he received instruction that 
was tailored to his specific needs. Further, he felt that he was better able to focus in 
the small group format. 
Case 2: Cameron. Cameron was a very social student who often exhibited 
off-task behavior during writing instruction, such as chatting with the students 
around him about to. ics not related to writing. Cameron received no additional 
writing support outside of the regular classroom. During his initial interview, 
Cameron explained that he was good at thinking of ideas to write about but often 
struggled to come up with details and felt that a lot of his ideas ended up being 
"really short." 
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Evidence of clrange in overall writing quality. 
After four weeks of the intervention, Cameron made substantial gains as a 
writer. As presented in Table 17, Cameron's scores on all five writing skills 
improved from baseliine to final sample. 
Table 17 
Cameron - Writing Quality Scores from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Measured skill (NAEP rubric) Baseline Final 
Significance of experi.ence 2 3 
Examples and sensory details 1 3 
Focus and organization 1 4 
Sentence structure 2 3 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics 2 4 
Overall score 2 4 
At baseline (see Figure 6), Cameron's writing lacked a clear focus. He jumped 
from topic to topic and failed to develop the intriguing events in the story, such as 
the interaction with the pregnant cat, the story of the baptism, and the details of the 
friend's pool. Although his structure included a beginning middle, and end, it was 
not clear over how many hours or days the events took place. 
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Figure 6 
Cameron's Baseline Sample 
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In his final sample (see Figure 7), Cameron narrowed his focus to one 
meaningful topic and elaborated with details. He again chose to write a story about 
meeting the kittens. However, in this piece he included dialogue to show what the 
characters were thinking and feeling. He also included some sensory details, such as, 
"their tiny tongues were sticking out." 
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Figure 7 
Cameron 's Final Sample 
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In his final sample, Cameron made four times as many total revisions as he 
had at baseline, and the revisions were more varied (see Table 18). Most notable 
was his increase in text level revisions. Cameron improved in his ability to make 
meaning-based (Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987), as opposed to simple surface level 
changes to his work. 
Table 18 
Frequency of Cameron's Revisions from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Baseline Final 
Sentence-level revh;ions 
Additions 0 2 
Deletions 2 2 
Substitutions 0 2 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Text-level revisions; 
Additions 1 2 
Deletions 0 4 
Substitutions 0 0 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Total Revisions 3 12 
Edits 0 1 
Cameron's comments during an interview suggest the deliberate and 
thoughtful choices he made as he developed his story. He apparently grappled with 
whether to write about the fate of his favorite kitten, Valentine. Here, at the end of 
the first cycle, as we discussed his current draft, Cameron commented on deleting 
details of Valentine's death (see Figure 8) and revising the ending to say that the 
kittens had gone to sleep (see Figure 9) : 
S: And when I ended it [his narrative], I'm sad that they had to go to sleep. 
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1: Oh, so this is before Valentine died? [The piece ends after the kittens play 
and then sleep.] You just zoomed in on that the kittens had to sleep and stop 
playing? [Student nods.] Okay. 
S: That part... 
1: What? 
S: l don't know if I should do that part. [about the kitten dying] 
I: Oh, of course you can. 
S: Yeah, I know. I will sometime. 
I: It's up to you if you want to write about something really personal. 
S: I will somet:lme soon. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
Figure 8 
Cameron's Deleted Ending 
Instead, Cameron ended his narrative with the kittens going to sleep: 
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Figure 9 
Cameron's Revised Ending 
~ - -
During the final cycle of instruction, Cameron returned to the question of 
whether or not to include details of Valentine's death. As he wrestled with this 
decision, he explained that he had learned (during the first cycle of instruction) to 
use a "story mountain" to plan. He recalled his teacher explaining how to choose the 
heart, or most important part of the story. This prompted him to question whether 
Valentine's death should be the end of the story or whether it should be the most 
important part and thus, be further developed. During this interview, Cameron was 
working with a revising checklist, checking to make sure he had a clear "heart of the 
story." 
I: This graphic organizer that you're using. Can you explain to me how you're 
using this .. . 
S: Well, I was just [points to the heart ofthe story section] ... 
1: So this is like a revising checklist? 
S: Yeah. 
1: Okay. And you are working on the heart of the story? 
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S: Uh-huh. 
I: Okay, so go from there. And you wanted your heart of the story to be which 
part? 
S: More when Valentine dies. 
I: Okay. 
S: But I wasn't even there when it happened. It was after I was there. So I 
don't know how to write that and I'm thinking I need to change the heart of 
the story. (In-process interview, November 13, 2012) 
Later this same week, Cameron's draft book included two endings he had 
deleted and a third ending he continued to work on (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10 
Cameron's Progression of Endings 
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Here, he explained his decision-making about his revisions: 
1: Tell me about this [interviewer points to deletions made in student's draft 
book] and why you decided to cross these parts out. 
S: Because- I don't know. They just weren't good enough. 
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1: What made it... 
S: Can I read my story? Because they [the two endings he has crossed out] 
didn't go with what that [his story mountain] said. Well, I thought- I thought 
I was just gonna stick with that [the first ending], and then I went on to that 
[the second ending], but then I had to cross all that stuff [both endings] out 
because it was all that, and then I started on this again, but then I wasn't 
there [when Valentine died], so I want to cross it out more. 
I: So you're going back and forth between the heart ofthe story and the end 
of the story. Is that it? 
S: Yeah. 
1: Okay. So read me what you have here. 
S: Here? 
I: Yeah. 
S: [Student reads from his writing.] They went into a little bunch and went to 
sleep. Anna told me Valentine died a couple days after I left. I felt bad when I 
found out. 
1: Okay, and so where could you go from there? If this is your end ... 
S: Well, but that should be my most important part. Well... no, that would be 
my end, but then I don't have a heart of the story [most important part]. 
(November 13, 2012) 
In his final interview Cameron explained why he eventually decided to end 
with the kittens going to sleep, rather than with Valentine dying. 
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I: Okay. Was anything difficult for you as you were writing [during this unit of 
study]? 
S: Urn, yeah. 
I: What was difficult? 
S: Well, I think it was yesterday or the day before I was trying to make [write] 
the heart [of the story]- the top of the mountain. 
I: Mm-hmm. 
S: But I couldn't cause I was at the end [Valentine dying] so I had to change it 
all. 
I: What decision did you make when you changed it? 
S: I put the top of the mountain right here [points to the middle of his draft]. 
I: Okay, and what became the end -did you change the top of the mountain or 
did you just put... 
S: Yeah. 
I: Oh, okay. 
S:Ichangedit. 
I: So what became the top of the mountain? 
S: When I got to hold my favorite cat. 
I: Okay, so you did some careful thinking there. And how did you change the 
end then? 
S: I changed like- cause my end was going to be after it happened when I got 
-when my cousin told me something about the kittens [that Valentine died]. 
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I: Uh-huh. 
S: But now it's just when I left. Well, it's not when I left, it's when like they all 
went to sleep. 
I: Oh, so you cut out the whole part about finding out that Valentine died? 
S: Mm-hmm. 
I: Wow. That was a big change. What made you decide to do that? 
S: Cause that would be more important than the top of the mountain. 
(November 15, 2012) 
In sum, from baseline to final sample, Cameron made substantially more 
revisions to his writing; and these revisions were integrally related to the 
instruction he received, as he carefully considered what to frame as the "heart" of 
his story and how deleting or keeping one part of his story would change his overall 
structure. To understand the change in Cameron's writing, the following section 
will trace Cameron's growing facility with several writing strategies. 
Evidence of change in writing behaviors. Table 19 shows Cameron's group 
placement during each instructional cycle and the teaching focus during each guided 
writing lesson. Again, the whole-class teaching points are also included to show the 
complete progression of lessons as Cameron received them. 
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Table 19 
Cameron's Group Placement and Teaching Focus during each Instructional Cycle 
Cycle Whole-Class Lesson Group Guided-Writing Lesson 
No. Focus Focus Focus 
1 Today I want to teach you a Coherence/ Narrative writers think about 
strategy for generating Focus "why" they would write a 
ideas. Think of a person or particular story- the "So 
place that matters to you. what?" Think about what 
Then list clear small you are really trying to say, 
moments you remember and include this in a "So 
related to that person or What" bubble (adapted from 
place (Calkins, 2006, p. 1- Atwell, 2002, p. 77) (October 
26). (October 11, 2012) 12, 2012) 
Good personal narrative You can't write about 
writing is about a "seed," everything. As a writer, it's 
not a giant watermelon important to "find your 
topic. You "zoom-in" to tell angle" on a big topic. In other 
the most important parts of words, you need to narrow it 
the story (Calkins, 2006, p. down to something you can 
27-36). (October 15, 2012) write about- write about "a 
slice" (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
2004, p. D-16). (October 16, 
2012) 
I'm going to show you Once you have narrowed 
something you could add to your topic, you can use a 
your story mountain to story mountain to help you 
help you write even better. plan. (October 17, 2012) 
You can add bubbles to 
explain how you were 
feeling at different parts of 
the story. This is called 
your internal story. What 
was the "big feeling" during 
the beginning middle and 
end (Calkins, 2006, p. 103-
113)? (October 18, 2012) 
2 Our lives are not just what Idea When you're memory about 
happens to us, they are our development an event is sketchy, you can 
response to what happens invent details to fill in the 
to us. Today, as I read the gaps (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
text, listen for the ways the 2004, p. I-13). (October 19, 
122 
author showed emotion in 2012) 
her story. Thlnk of ways 
you can bring out the 
internal story in your 
narrative (Cal.kins, 2006, p. 
103-113). (October 22, 
2012) 
One strategy for writing a When dialogue is most 
good ending is telling the effective, we really hear the 
part that happened at the characters talking with each 
end and then giving a other. Today we're going to 
response statement - or a talk about how to write 
feeling/opinion statement dialogue that sounds 
about how you felt at the believable and strengthens a 
end of the experience piece of writing (Fletcher & 
(Fletcher & Portalupi, Portalupi, 2004, p. L-19). 
2004, p. D-23). (October (October 23, 2012) 
25, 2012) Continue previous lesson. 
(October 24, 2012) 
3 Today it's time to choose Idea Continue previous lesson. 
your topic. Watch as I development (October 26, 2012) 
reread the ideas in my 
writer's notebook and 
think about which one is 
worth developing into a 
story that I'd like to publish 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 59-68). 
(November 1, 2012) 
You can put a box around Today, I'm going to teach you 
the beginning, middle, and how to make your dialogue 
end of your story to make even stronger. As you reread 
sure you have enough your dialogue, ask yourself: 
details. (Adapted from 1) Does this dialogue move 
Calkins, 2006, p. 147-146). the action/plot of my story 
Writers can use a revising forward? 2) Does this 
checklist to help dialogue help develop my 
accomplish this. characters? (Fletcher & 
(November B, 2012) Portalupi, 2004, p. L-17). 
(November 2, 2012) 
Continue previous lesson. 
(November 7, 2012) 
4 During this cycle, students Revising You can use a partner to give 
published and celebrated groups you feedback when you feel 
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their writing. (November like you're done. Today we 
15 & 16, 2012:) will practice how to give and 
get purposeful feedback. 
(November 13 & 14, 2012) 
Figure 11 shows the number of times Cameron demonstrated application of 
one of the taught strategies during weekly interviews. 
Figure 11 
Cameron- Frequency of Strategy Application at each Intervention Cycle 
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Cycles 
Although Cameron's strategy use in his final sample was greater than his use 
at baseline, his progress along the way is uneven. He made the most notable gains 
in his ability to create and use a plan for his writing, use dialogue, and develop his 
ideas with relevant details. Further, when experiencing difficulty applying a 
strategy taught in guided writing, Cameron turned to peers who were also in his 
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group. Seeking the help of a "more knowledgeable other" was a strategy Cameron 
used several times to clarify how to apply a new strategy. 
Creates and uses a plan for writing. During the first interview, Cameron 
displayed little knowledge of how or why to plan his writing. When asked about his 
writing process, Cameron stated, "I make it up as I go" (Interview 1, October 3, 
2012). He described how he got ready to write as follows: 
I: And what do you do when you sit down and you get ready to write? You sit 
down with a blank sheet- Tell me, how does the process start for you? 
S: I just like ... put a title at the beginning and write stuff that it's like about. 
(Interview 1, October 3, 2012) 
From his responses, it is clear that, at the onset of the study Cameron lacked 
the ability to purposefully plan his work. Rather than planning, drafting, and then 
choosing an appropriate title for his piece, he routinely began with a title, perhaps 
limiting the writing he would do .. 
After examining Cameron's baseline sample, Ms. Gee's goals for Cameron 
during the first cycle of instruction were to help him think about why to write a 
story (the "So what?"), and use a story mountain to plan. Just as interview at the 
beginning of Cycle 2 was ending, Cameron volunteered to share more of his 
thinking. He explained that, as he developed his story with details, his story 
mountain also changed: 
S: And can I [show you]- I also made a new mountain for it. 
1: Oh, okay. So how did your mountain change? 
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S: Well, this was my second mountain I did. So these are the feelings about 
[the events in the story] -This is the feeling for that [points to a feeling 
circled on the mountain], that's the feeling for that [points to a feeling circled 
on the mountain], and that got a little messed up, and then that one [points to 
a feeling circled on the mountain]. (In-process interview, October 19, 2012) 
So it seemed that Cameron had acquired some understanding of how 
thinking about and sequencing events at the outset would influence the ways he 
composed his piece. Later in the unit, when asked about the strategies he was 
learning, Cameron explained why he would use a story mountain to plan his writing: 
1: Then tell me about story mountains. 
S: Story mountains? So it's like an idea, so an idea and then another idea and 
then your favorite part, and then the end. 
I: And why do you use a story mountain? Why did she [Ms. Gee] teach you to 
do that? 
S: Because like we, it helps us like "zoom-in" on the moments. [in each part of 
the story] (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
Use of dialogue. Cameron's development as a more strategic writer is also 
visible in his thinking about dialogue. During instructional cycles 2 and 3, Cameron 
participated in six guided-writing lessons focused on effective use of dialogue. 
Although his final sample does not include a great deal of dialogue, transcript data 
reveal that, throughout the intervention, Cameron grew in his ability to both 
describe how and when to use dialogue and to include dialogue in his writing. Here 
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Cameron identifies adding using dialogue as a goal he would like to accomplish 
while revising his writing: 
1: So what are your goals for this piece? Now that you're done copying what 
you had in your draftbook, what are you trying to do as you go on? 
S: Write more, what's it called? Talking? 
1: Oh, dialogue'? 
S: Dialogue. 
I: Okay, and that was from your small group, right? 
S: Yeah. 
1: And what are you trying to do? Why are you adding dialogue? 
S: Cause it just gives more information to the story, and it helps you explain it 
[better]. (In-process, November 2, 2012) 
Later, during Cameron's final interview, he explained how he achieved this goal: 
1: [Looking at student's draft book] Choose a place where you revised and tell 
me about the decision you made. You just told me about changing your most 
important part. 
S: Well, a lot of it was just adding more dialogue. 
I: Yeah? And why did you do that? 
S: Cause I was telling the story [in the first draft], not showing [it]. 
1: Okay, how does dialogue help to show [the story]? 
S: It- instead of like saying that people are talking, you can say what they 
were saying. [Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
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Figure 12 shows an area of Cameron's final sample where he revised and 
added dialogue. Here, he used dialogue to show how he felt about Valentine. 
Figure 12 
Excerpt from Cameron's Final Sample 
Develops ideas with relevant details. During the intervention, Cameron also began 
thinking about how to further develop his ideas. This excerpt is taken from 
interview one, when Cameron is discussing what is difficult for him while writing: 
S: Like writing a lot of details, that's ... 
I: That's hard? What makes that hard? 
S: Well, most of the things that I write about, there's just not too much to 
them. (Interview 1, October 3, 2012) 
Cameron did not understand how to choose a topic he wanted to write about. 
The result was writing that lacked both focus and depth, as he jumped from detail to 
detail (See baseline sample). In this interview excerpt, Cameron read the first draft 
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of his kitten story. Like his baseline sample, this piece is a collection of ideas, rather 
than a clearly developed story. 
My cousin Anna is fostering a cat named Sarah. She was pregnant. She had six 
kittens. They named them Thing 1, Thing 2, Tiger, Garfield, and Smokey and 
Valentine. Valentine is the runt. She's my favorite because she was the most 
obedient. All the others claw me. It hurts. Thing 1, thing 2, and Valentine-
Thing 1, Thing 2, and Valentine are black. Tiger and Garfield are orange. 
Smokey is grey. I think Tiger is the cutest. I felt bad for Smokey. No one likes 
him. Thing 1 and Thing 2 are the biggest. Garfield uses his claws the most. 
That's why I did not like pick him up. They are always sleeping or sitting in 
your lap. Sarah used to get all the attention, but now she gets avoided. The 
kittens were so playful all the time. Anna told me Valentine died. I'm so sad. 
Now Tiger's my favorite. She told me if it's a big family, like five or six kittens, 
usually one dies. It's usually the runt. Valentine was the runt. Tiger is never 
going to be as good as Valentine. (In-process interview, October 16, 2012) 
Following Cycle 1, Cameron began showing evidence that he was thinking 
about clearly developing all parts of his story- the beginning, middle, and end. The 
forthcoming series of examples shows how Cameron used his developing strategy 
knowledge to add details to his writing over the four cycles of instruction. 
At the start of Cycle 2, Cameron had completely rewritten the beginning of 
his story. Here, he explained his decision-making: 
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I: So tell me about how- you started rewriting, you said, so you [the reader] 
could "visualize it better." What decisions were you making when you started 
rewriting? 
S: I was explaining the stuff more. Like this [gestures to his writing] is all 
about when the kittens got up. (in-process interview, October 19, 2012) 
The revision Cameron made is as follows (see Figure 13): 
Figure 13 
Cameron's Revision to the Beginning of his Narrative 
.,.. -- ·'· 
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During an in-process interview during Cycle 2, Cameron explained his 
ongoing revisions to the kitten story: 
I: So let's take a look at your writing today. Tell me what you're working on. 
S: I'm still working on the kitten story. 
I: You're still working on what [difficult to hear]? 
S: The kitten story. 
I: Oh, okay. 
S: I have one more kitten to mention. 
I: Okay. So what are you trying to do with your writing right now? What is 
your goal as you write? 
S: To like stop listing and make you [the reader] feel like you're there 
[experiencing the story]. (In-process interview, October 24, 2012) 
The next example shows Cameron's growth in understanding how to "zoom-
in" on a moment and expand it with details. 
I: And then can I go back to something you just said? When you say, "zoom-
in" on moments, what do you mean by that? 
S: Like, so we used to say, so [you have] a whole watermelon and [then you] 
take one of the seeds and make it another whole big moment- stretch it out. 
I: Oh, okay. Good. So what's the whole watermelon? 
S: It's like the whole story, and then you find your favorite part, and then like 
make that a bigger moment. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
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In this final example, Cameron explained how he thought his writing changed 
after two intervention cycles: 
I: Okay, so tell me about the kitten story. We've talked about this a little bit 
during our small interviews. When you say you rewrote it, what were your 
goals in mind when you rewrote the kitten story? 
S: Well, for the first one [draft], I was just telling it, and now I'm showing it 
for my new one [final draft]. 
I: Wow, so tell me about something that changed from telling to showing. 
S: Like, I'm explaining what they look like and what they did a lot more. 
(Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
By the end of cycle 2, Cameron had achieved his goal to add descriptive 
details to the beginning of his story and describe each kitten. His narrative read as 
follows (see Figure 14): 
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Figure 14 
Cameron's Personal Narrative at the End of Cycle 2 
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Seeks out a more knowledgeable other. Throughout the study, Cameron 
sought peers who had been in his group to help him clarify confusion when the 
teacher was not available. For him, the students in his guided writing group became 
peer experts. During this in-process interview, when Cameron could not express 
why he would include emotions in his writing, he looked to a peer who was in his 
group: 
I: So tell me about that lesson. 
S: I don't remember. 
1: Oh, okay, if you don't remember a specific lesson, why include- why 
include the feelings in your writing? 
S: Tooo? Tabitha [student sitting next to him who was in his group] probably 
remembers. 
S: [To Tabitha] What? Wait? Aren't you- yeah, you're in my group. 
I: We're talking about feelings in your writing. Why include feelings in your 
writing [to both]? 
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Tabitha: Because they [the reader] may not know how you feel when you're 
telling [the story] -when you write- in that moment. (In-process interview, 
October 19, 2012) 
In another example with the same peer, Cameron again elicited clarification 
about a lesson: 
1: So what was going on for you? Why did you decide to change [your story]? 
S: What? Well, Ms. Gee just told me to. I forget. Tabitha, what was she talking 
to us about yesterday? 
Tabitha: About how we don't just tell them what happened [in the story]. You 
really like- make sure you're in the moment- in the story. 
S: Yeah, make it like visualized, like that you [the reader] can visualize it. (In-
process interview, October 19, 2012) 
As is evident, Cameron relied on Tabitha to clarify his own thinking and 
explanation. In this last example, Cameron had come to an area of his writing where 
he was experiencing difficulty. He asked to work with Tabitha until Ms. Gee took his 
guided writing group and he could discuss his question with her directly: 
S: But I don't know what really more to write than that. Can we [he and 
Tabitha] work together? 
I: Maybe Tabitha can ask you some questions to help you make this more 
detailed [Ms. Gee suggested students ask a partner about their work while 
making final revisions.] 
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S: Oh yeah, Tabitha, maybe we can do it [confer] over there. Yeah, because 
she can help with what she did over there [gestures to where the groups 
meet]. (In-process, November 13, 2012) 
For Cameron, the members of his group served as writing mentors and 
collaborators. When he struggled and could not immediately get help from Ms. Gee, 
he sought peers who were in his guided writing group. This strategy eased the need 
to rely solely on the teacher for assistance. 
After four cycles of writing instruction, Cameron made gains in his ability to 
plan, use relevant dialogue, and add details to his writing. The following section will 
explore Cameron's perceptions of his experience in the guided writing and whole-
class contexts. 
Perceptions of learning contexts. When asked to explain the source of his 
strategy use, Cameron identified the guided-writing context over five times more 
often than the whole··class context (see Table 20). Cameron described his 
experience in the small group as a time when he received instruction specific to his 
needs. Further, Cameron collaborated with the members of his group when he 
experienced confusion and the teacher was not available to assist him. 
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Table 20 
Cameron- Frequency of Stated Source for Strategy Use 
Code Frequency 
guided writing- application - clear 11 
guided writing- application - some 5 
guided writing total 16 
whole class- application- clear 0 
whole class - application - some 3 
whole class total 3 
Note: The descriptors "some" and "clear" refer to the student's level of 
understanding when describing the strategy. 
Guided writing. Over the course of the study, Cameron expressed a 
preference for guided writing over the whole-class context. Interview data reveal 
that Cameron perceived the guided-writing context as a time when he had the 
opportunity to learn strategies different from those needed by other students in his 
class. In this excerpt, Cameron explained why he preferred guided writing to whole 
class instruction: 
I: Okay, so my last question today, Cameron, is if right now, Miss Doyle asked 
you to choose whole-class lessons or small group lessons, or a combination 
of both, which would you choose? 
S: Small. 
I: How come? 
S: Because I like to write like different- like to write about like different- I 
like to know different things than the other kids. 
l: Oh. 
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S: And like with [to have] just certain people that I can write with. (Interview 
2, October 26, 2012) 
During the final interview, Cameron again expressed a preference for the 
guided-writing context. His perception was that decreasing group size helped him 
to be more focused on the lesson at hand. 
I: Okay. All right, so now we're going to shift and talk about smalls and bigs. 
So I wondered, Student 1, if you would tell me about the differences between 
smalls and bigs. 
S: Smalls is smaller groups and bigs is all together. 
1: Okay. Anything different about what happens in the groups? 
S: Well, in smalls, we'll be able to all learn different things .. 
1: Uh-huh. 
S: But in bigs we only learn one thing. 
I: All right. And how do you feel about that? 
S: I like smalls better. 
1: You do? How come? 
S: Cause it's smaller and easier to concentrate without everyone [in the large 
group]. 
I: Oh, that's interesting. So what...? 
S: Cause- cause we usually do like five minutes ofwriting in a circle [during 
guided writing]. 
1: Yeah. 
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S: But people chat when there's big group. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Whole class. It was difficult to determine Cameron's perceptions of the 
whole-class context. When interviewed, he either was confused about what had 
been taught in the large group or could not remember the whole-class lessons at all. 
For example, when asked what his last whole class lesson was, Cameron replied, 
''I'm pretty sure it was realistic dialogue" (October 26, 2012). In fact, the previous 
whole class lesson had been just the day before and was actually about how to write 
a powerful ending. 
In the third interview, Cameron again could not remember the focus of the 
last whole-class lesson: 
I: Think about your last whole class lesson, which was last week. Do you 
remember what it was about? 
S: Mmmm, I don't know. 
1: No? I think it was last Thursday? 
S: I don't remember the lesson. 
1: Okay. And think about your last small group lesson, which was yesterday. 
S: Yesterday? 
I: Do you remember what that was about? 
S: Yeah. We were reading our stories to a partner and getting feedback. 
1: Oh, okay. Did you get anything that you were able to use in your writing? 
S: Yeah. 
1: What did you use? 
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S: I wrote in the setting and what happened, the kittens, and what they did. 
(Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Interview transcripts contained no examples of a time when Cameron 
remembered and accurately described what had occurred in the whole-class 
context. 
Summary. 
Post intervention, Cameron had improved in his overall writing performance 
and more specifically, in his ability to plan, use effective dialogue, and develop 
related details. Cameron also used peers who had been in his guided writing group 
strategically, turning to them when he needed clarification about how to apply a 
new strategy. 
Cameron preferred the guided-writing context to the whole-class context. He 
enjoyed learning the particular strategies he needed for his own writing. Further, 
he perceived guided writing as a time when he was better able to focus because 
there were fewer distractions than in whole-class lessons, such as people talking out 
of turn. The fact that Cameron had very little recollection of what occurred in the 
whole-class context suggested that he found this learning context less beneficial. 
Case 3: Catherine. Catherine did not receive any additional academic 
support outside of the regular classroom, although she often appeared distracted 
during writing times. When seated on the rug for whole class writing instruction, 
Catherine sought out: a far corner, at the edge of the group. Soon after the lesson 
began, she would exhibit self-stimulatory behaviors, such as rocking. Ms. Gee 
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reported that she had concerns about Catherine's ability to attend during writing 
lessons and about her ability to express her personal opinions and experiences. 
According to Catherine, she preferred writing fantasy stories because, when writing 
personal narrative, she had trouble remembering specific details. 
Evidence of change in overall writing quality. While Catherine did not make 
gains on every measured skill, she scored one point higher, overall, on the rubric 
(Table 21). Catherine evidenced growth in the areas of examples and sensory 
details, focus and organization, and grammar, usage, and mechanics. 
Table 21 
Catherine - Writing Quality Scores from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Measured skill (NAEP rubric) Baseline Final 
Significance of experience 2 2 
Examples and sensory details 1 3 
Focus and organization 2 3 
Sentence structure 2 2 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics 3 4 
Overall score 2 3 
Catherine's baseline sample (see Figure 15), a personal narrative about going 
to a barbershop in China, was a tight chronology; however, she did not deliberately 
develop important events or attempt to tell a story 
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Figure 15 
Catherine's Baseline Sample 
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In her final sample (see Figure 16) on the topic of seeing The Amazing 
Spiderman with her mom, she provided many events from the movie and developed 
a clear, story arc. 
Choosing a significant experience to write about posed difficulty for 
Catherine at baseline and continued to be a struggle in her final sample. During the 
first interview, Catherine explained that personal narratives were difficult for her: 
I: Is there anything you don't like to write about? 
S: I don't like writing personal narratives that much. 
I: How come? 
S: Well, I didn't remember what I did and stuff, so it's kind of hard for me. 
I: Hard to remember the ideas? What makes it hard? Can you pinpoint what 
makes it hard, or it just is? 
S: Because you have to think of like what happened and you might forget. 
(Interview 1, October 4, 2012) 
At the end of Cycle 1, when discussing how students should be regrouped, 
Ms. Gee also noted Catherine's struggle in choosing a personal experience to write 
about: 
All right, Catherine's in the focus group [moving from a group on beginning, 
middle, and end] because she continues to be unable to know why she's 
telling a story. For example, she wrote a very detailed story about doing a yo-
yo, but it's a lot about like- it's basically a "how-to." And then I did this [steps 
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in the process] ... and then I did this ... It's just a list of how you do the yo-yo. It 
doesn't really have points. (Planning session, October 19, 2012) 
Catherine's final sample made clear that she had achieved some growth as a 
writer of personal narrative. She selected a topic on an event that had happened to 
her, rather than telling about something, as she had in her piece about a yoyo. In 
addition, in contrast to her baseline writing sample, in her final sample she included 
some of her own thoughts and feelings, as in these examples: "I thought the cure 
wasn't going to be made in time because Peter was hurt," and "I thought the doctor 
was going to accidentally drop Peter because the doctor had one arm. But I found 
out the doctor tried harder and pulled Peter up." 
Catherine's final sample showed little evidence growth in the narrative 
structure. Her writing at baseline and final sample was list-like. In the final sample, 
although she included more details, she focused on retelling events of the movie 
rather than describing her own experience. 
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Figure 16 
Catherine's Final Sample 
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Although the total number of revisions from baseline to final sample changed 
only slightly (see Table 22), she had four times as many text level revisions, which 
require thinking across the piece. Further, while revising Catherine tried to improve 
the focus of her writing and to make her piece more interesting to the reader. Here 
Catherine explained her decision to delete some details: 
I: If you can stop and take a minute to think. Did you ever run into a time with 
your writing when it felt like it was hard? 
S: Well, I- actually I think one was part was like not telling [the events from] 
the movie. 
I: Oh, that is hard. 
S: Like I have [had] to take out a lot of things. 
I: Yeah, you did really hard work as a reviser. I was proud of you. So when it 
was hard and you had to take- you took things out, did you feel like you 
achieved your goal? 
S: Yeah, because they [the reader] would get bored of the movie [if she 
included every event]. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
By the time she wrote her final draft, Catherine had deleted almost four 
pages of details about the movie that were unrelated to the overall focus of her 
piece. 
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Table 22 
Frequency of Catherine's Revisions from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Baseline Final 
Sentence-level revisions 
Additions 2 1 
Deletions 0 0 
Substitutions 0 0 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Text-level revisions 
Additions 0 1 
Deletions 1 3 
Substitutions 0 0 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Total Revisions 3 5 
Edits 0 0 
Evidence of change in strategy use and motivation and engagement. Table 23 
shows Catherine's group placement during each instructional cycle and the teaching 
focus during each guided writing lesson, as well as the teaching focus during each 
whole-class lesson. 
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Table 23 
Catherine's Group Placement and Teaching Focus During each Instructional Cycle 
Cycle Whole-Class Lesson Focus Group Guided-Writing Lesson Focus 
No. Focus 
1 Today I want to teach you a Structure Every good piece of writing has 
strategy for generating ideas. a beginning, middle and an end. 
Think of a person or place that Each part does it's own job 
matters to you. Then list clear (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, p. 
small moments you D-2). (October 12, 2012) 
remember related to that 
person or place (Calkins, 
2006, p. 1-26). (October 11, 
2012) 
Good personal narrative You can use a story mountain 
writing is about a "seed," not a to help you plan your writing. 
giant watermelon topic. You What details will be important 
"zoom-in" to tell the most to include in the beginning, 
important parts of the story middle, and end? (October 16, 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 27-36). 2012) 
(October 15, 2012) 
I'm going to show you Once you have narrowed your 
something you could add to topic, you can use a story 
your story mountain to help mountain to help you plan. 
you write even better. You (October 17, 2012) 
can add bubbles to explain 
how you were feeling at 
different parts of the story. 
This is called your internal 
story. What was the "big 
feeling" during the beginning 
middle and end (Calkins, 
2006, p. 103-113)? (October 
18, 2012) 
2 Our lives are not just what Coherence/ When you start with a broad 
happens to us, they are our Focus focus, you can narrow down 
response to what happens to time to focus on a single 
us. Today, as I read the text, moment (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
listen for the ways the author 2004, p. D-30). (October 19, 
showed emotion in her story. 2012) 
Think of ways you can bring 
out the internal story in your 
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narrative (Calkins, 2006, p. 
103-113). (October 22, 2012) 
One strategy for writing a Some parts of a story are you 
good ending is telling the part important than others. You can 
that happened at the end and control how time moves in a 
then giving a response story. Decide which moments 
statement- or a are most important and which 
feeling/ opinion statement need less attention. Lengthen 
about how you felt at the end important events by adding 
of the experience (Fletcher & details (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
Portalupi, 2004, p. D-23). 2004, p. D-27). (October 23, 
(October 25, 2012) 2012) 
Continue previous lesson. 
I (October 24, 2012) 
3 Today it's time to choose your Idea When dialogue is most 
topic. Watch as I reread the development effective, we really hear the 
ideas in my writer's notebook characters talking with each 
and think about which one is other. Today we're going to 
worth developing into a story talk about how to write 
that I'd like to publish dialogue that sounds believable 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 59-68). and strengthens a piece of 
(November 1, 2012) writing (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
2004, p. L-19). (October 26, 
2012) 
You can put a box around the Today, I'm going to teach you 
beginning, middle, and end of how to make your dialogue 
your story to make sure you even stronger. As you reread 
have enough details. your dialogue, ask yourself: 1) 
(Adapted fro m Calkins, 2006, Does this dialogue move the 
p. 147-146). Writers can use action/plot of my story 
a revising checklist to help forward? 2) Does this 
accomplish this. (November 8, dialogue help develop my 
2012) characters? (Fletcher & 
Portalupi, 2004, p. L-17). 
1 (November 2, 2012) 
Continue previous lesson. 
I (November 7, 2012) 
4 During this cycle, students Revising You can use a partner to give 
published and celebrated groups you feedback when you feel 
their writing. (November 15 & like you're done. Today we will 
16, 2012) practice how to give and get 
purposeful feedback. 
(November 13 & 14, 2012) 
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As figure 17 shows, across the four cycles of intervention, Catherine steadily 
increased strategy use. 
Figure 17 
Catherine- Frequency of Strategy Application at Each Intervention Cycle 
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1s r---··-·----···-·-·-····--······-··--·-·--·---· 
12 
c 
~ 9 
:I 
0" 
~ 6 +-------------------------------------------
"" 
0 +-----~~~-------~----------------~-------------~----·--·--------, 
1 2 3 4 
Cycles 
She showed growth in her ability to focus her writing by deleting 
unnecessary information, developing her ideas with relevant details, and effectively 
using dialogue. In addition, during guided writing, Catherine was noticeably more 
engaged than she was in the whole-class context. 
Narrows focus. Post-intervention, Catherine had grown in her ability to 
narrow the focus of her writing by deleting irrelevant details. In a conversation 
with Catherine during guided writing (November 8, 2012), Ms. Gee noticed that, 
when Catherine reported that she was adding more details to her narrative about 
The Amazing Spiderman, she was actually retelling the entire movie. Adhering to the 
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agreed upon conference structure, Ms. Gee complimented the details in the 
beginning of Catherine's story, in which she explained how she and her mom chose a 
movie to attend; and then she reminded her to "only include the parts of the movie 
that you have responses to" (Conference Record, November 8, 2012). After this 
conference Catherine deleted large portions of text and kept the parts where she 
had included her own thinking. In the following excerpt Catherine explained her 
decision to delete parts of her writing: 
1: Any other revisions? 
S: Hmm, taking out things? 
1: Yeah? 
S: I took out a lot of things. 
1: How come you took out so many things? 
S: Because they can only be the parts I experienced. (Interview 3, November 
15, 2012) 
Develops ideas with relevant details. Catherine also displayed the ability to 
think carefully about how to make text level additions to her narrative. Here, she 
described a text level addition she made after participating in her guided writing 
group lesson on revision: 
1: Okay, so this whole part is a revision you added in [gesturing to the draft 
book]? 
S: Yep. 
1: Do you remember why you added that? 
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S: Well, because you don't know about stuff that I want to say, like what 
happened in the movie. 
I: Okay. 
S: Like, what Peter did because it's sort of funny. 
1: Great, and where did you learn how to do this? 
S: Miss Doyle. 
1: Was it in your big group or your little group or when she sat down with 
you? 
S: In the little group. 
1: What was that little group about? 
S: Well, it was ... .l don't even remember. 
1: Well, do you remember what you were trying to do when you did this? 
S: I was trying to make like more interesting. (Interview 3, November 15, 
2012) 
Further, in contrast to her first interview, during the third interview, 
Catherine identified adding emotions to her writing as one of her personal 
strengths: 
I: Well, think about, in the beginning I asked you about -kind of - your 
strengths and things that might be difficult for you. So [now] when you go 
through the writing process, how do you see yourself as a writer? What are 
your strengths? What's difficult? 
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S: Well, I'm good at like putting things I feel, well, things I liked about the 
movie. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
By the end of cycle four, Catherine was working towards understanding 
when and how to add personal responses, thoughts, and feelings to her writing. 
Use of dialogue. Catherine also grew from baseline to final sample in her 
understanding of when and how to use dialogue. After participating in cycle 3, in 
which her guided writing group focused on the effective use of dialogue, Catherine 
described how she had been able to add dialogue to her final sample: 
1: Okay. And then I wondered, let's talk a little bit about the whole personal 
narrative unit you just did. What writing strategies did you use? 
S: Hmm, I don 't really know. 
1: Think about anything you did to make your writing better. Anything you 
did on purpose. 
S: Oh, some dialogue. I did some dialogue on purpose. In the beginning, I did 
a lot of dialogue. 
I: Okay, how come? Tell me about that. 
S: I did dialogue because then it can really feel like I'm talking. Then later 
[when she's watching the movie] I didn't really do a lot of dialogue because 
there really is no dialogue. 
Later in this same interview Catherine explained: 
S: Yeah, there's a lot of dialogue in the beginning. 
1: Okay, how do you think adding the dialogue changes your writing? 
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S: Well, then it's ... hmmm ... It's better? 
I: How come? 
S: Better than telling because then you have more details. 
I: Okay. And where did you learn how to add the dialogue? 
S: Well, it was one of my small groups, I think. (Interview 3, November 15, 
2012) 
This excerpt (s:ee Figure 18) from Catherine's final sample demonstrates her 
use of dialogue: 
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Figure 18 
Excerpt from Catherine's Final Sample 
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Although Catherine's writing did not include a great deal of dialogue, it is 
clear that, following small group instruction she thought about which parts of the 
story it would make sense to add dialogue to and did so. As is evident, 
understanding how to punctuate dialogue remained difficult for Catherine in her 
final sample. 
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Increased engagement. During whole-class lessons, Catherine was rarely 
attentive, and this held true throughout the intervention. In all four of the video 
recorded lessons, Catherine sat in the corner, at the back of the group. According to 
field notes Catherine sat "in the back with her arms curled around her legs for most 
of the lesson, some rocking, picking things up off floor- not paying attention" 
(October 18, 2012), Field notes also document that Ms. Gee noticed this behavior 
and did a quick "spot check" to try to redirect Catherine. She did not reference 
Catherine's writing or sit down with her individually. 
Similar behavior was observed in the whole class instruction on October 25, 
2012. According to field notes, "Lesson ends with several students sharing. While 
this happens, Catherine is looking at the floor." Again, according to field notes 
recorded on November 8, 2012, "Catherine in the back again, sometimes looks 
toward the speaker." 
In contrast, Catherine was highly engaged during small group instruction. 
During every guided writing lesson, the students in Catherine's group were applying 
the strategy at hand within three minutes after the lesson began, and Catherine 
often participated during the small group. In this excerpt from a group revising 
session, Catherine considered the work of her partner and offered constructive 
feedback: 
T: I'm going to interrupt you right away. I'm going to stop you now. Does 
anybody have any feedback for Cameron? 
Student (S): Well do you know the kittens' names or what they look like? 
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T: Well, he's getting to that. I know that. But I have a question already. I don't 
know where you are. 
Catherine (C): Yeah, that's what I was going to say. 
T: Were you thinking the same thing, Catherine? 
C: Yeah, because it doesn't tell if you're at a pet store [because the writing is 
about kittens] or anything. 
Throughout this lesson, Catherine actively participated. In another example, she 
proposed an area for revision to another student: 
C: I have a question. How many times did you go there [to a specific 
waterslide at Coco Key] for a tube? 
T: What do you mean? 
C: Like how many tube rides [did you take]? 
T: Yeah, actually this points to sort of- this is like a confusing part [ ofthe 
writing being shared] when we're not really sure what- When you say you 
want to go play, what that means? What that would mean at Coco Key? And 
so the way to solve that problem, I think is to give us more details about 
getting on to that specific ride. Tell us more specifically about what you were 
going to go on. 
S: When I went to Coco Key, there was a dark slide and also a light slide. Once 
I had [gone on the] light slide, and once the dark. 
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T: So Catherine's got all this background knowledge she's trying to pull in 
[use] to make the story [make sense], right? But I don't have any of that. I've 
never been [to Coco Key]. 
S: Oh. It's kind of like what Catherine says, but I know what it is [in her head]. 
T: So you want to tell us what it was- what you were doing. (Guided-writing 
lesson, November 13, 2012) 
During the guided-writing lessons, Catherine not only participated 
frequently, but because of the small group size, she could not leave the group and sit 
in a corner at the back of the room. She consistently remained part of the group in 
close proximity to the teacher. 
Perceptions o_f learning contexts. More often than not, Catherine perceived 
her guided writing groups as the source of her growing ability to apply new writing 
strategies (see Table 24). She viewed the guided-writing context as a time when her 
individual needs as a writer were being met. However, throughout the study 
Catherine continued to express a preference for the whole-class context. She felt the 
room was noisier when Ms. Gee was teaching guided-writing lessons, rather than 
circulating and holding individual conferences with students. She also felt that, on 
days when a whole class lesson was taught she had more time to write on topics of 
her choice, although in actuality this was not the case. 
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Table 24 
Catherine- Frequency of Stated Source for Strategy Use 
Cod,e Frequency 
guided writing- application - clear 2 
guided writing- application - some 4 
guided writing total 6 
whole class - application - clear 1 
whole class- apR_lication -some 0 
whole class total 1 
Note: The descriptors "some" and "clear" refer to the student's level of 
understanding when describing the strategy. 
Guided writing. Catherine perceived guided writing as a time when the 
lessons taught were specific to her needs. She explained: 
1: So, outside ofthe noise, is there anything you like or dislike about the small 
group? 
S: Well, small groups is fine, but like I don't know, it's good. 
1: Okay, what's good? 
S: Well, we ge· what we need. Not like what we don't need. 
1: Oh, tell me more about that. 
S: Like some people need this [gestures to the left], some people need that 
[gestures to the center]. Some people need that [gestures to the right]. So like 
then Miss Doyle can teach something else to two different people. 
1: Oh, so do you feel like you've gotten anything that you've needed in your 
writing? 
S: Yep. 
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I: What's that? 
S: Mmm, probably like details. More details. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
Catherine expressed a similar view in her final interview. When asked to 
explain the difference between small group and whole group lessons she stated, 
"Well, bigs like it's things that everybody might need, but smalls are the things you 
need." (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Whole class. Catherine perceived the strategies presented to the whole class 
as easier than those presented in the small group. When asked whether she 
preferred to have a guided writing lesson or a whole class lesson, Catherine 
responded as follows: 
S: Probably a whole group lesson. 
I: Why is that?' 
S: Because then it could be louder [Unclear what she is referring to]. I could 
hear better. 
I: Can you say more? 
S: Also, because like when everybody sits [in the whole group], when 
everybody does it [has a whole group lesson], and then since they do it, I like 
- I could sort of see what they're doing- how they do it, because usually in 
smalls, I don't really know what I'm doing sometimes. 
I: How come? 
S: Because like sometimes I get confused about what the teacher- well 
actually no, not confused, but like I don't make a story mountain easy [one of 
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her small group lessons], but I get confused about how to make the story 
mountain - the story sides. 
I: Oh okay. So ~;orne things that were taught in the small group maybe you're 
still a little confused about? 
S: Yup. 
I: How about whole class? Oh, go ahead ... 
S: The whole group I understand. I can understand it. 
1: Why do you think that is? 
S: Because like it's simpler to do. Because like an ending [the last lesson 
taught in the whole group]- I know it has to be good so people like want to 
read [it]. Say you're writing a book, then like the reader might want to read 
the next book [if you write a good ending]. 
Catherlne also explained that the room was quieter during 
independent writing time, following a whole class lesson, than when students 
wrote independently while Ms. Gee taught guided writing groups. In this 
excerpt, she explained her thinking: 
1: Okay .. What I think I might be hearing you say is that when you do small 
groups, it is noisier in the classroom? 
S: Yup. 
I: Because there's switching of the groups? 
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S: No- because like usually when Miss Doyle is down [on the floor with a 
group], it gets really loud, but when she comes [stands] up, it just like gets 
softer all of a sudden. 
I: Oh, so when Miss Doyle isn't circulating, and right on top of the class, 
people talk too much? 
S: Yeah. People like ... so ... they make a lot of noise [when the teacher is 
meeting with groups]. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
During the third interview, Catherine again expressed a preference for the 
whole-class context: 
I: If you walk back into the classroom today and Miss Doyle said would you 
rather have a :small group or a whole class lesson today, what would you say? 
S: Whole class because then I have more time to do my things. 
I: Oh- so you told me yesterday that you were a little nervous about getting 
all your writing done. 
S: Yeah, I don't want to bring this [her final draft] home and do it. 
I: Okay, so if you weren't worried at all about getting your writing done, 
would you prefer small group or whole-class lessons? 
S: Well, whole. 
I: Uh-huh. 
S: Because then I can -when I'm done - I can write on something else. 
I: Okay, so you have some choice when you're done? 
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S: Because I like to write some like made up stories because I wrote 
something called Pie Village. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Here, Catherine's explanation is somewhat unclear. Students were expected 
to work on their personal narratives for the entirety of writer's workshop whether 
it was a whole group lesson or guided writing day; however, it was Catherine's 
perception that she was able to write about other topics of whole class days. 
Summary. Post intervention, Catherine had improved in her overall writing 
performance and on :;everal individually measured traits- examples and sensory 
details, focus and organization, and grammar, usage, and mechanics. Her final 
sample shows improvement in her ability to focus her writing by deleting 
extraneous details, develop her ideas, and include purposeful dialogue. Further, 
Catherine was visibly more engaged during guided-writing lessons than in the 
whole-class context. 
Catherine perceived guided writing as a time when she received lessons 
specific to her unique needs as a writer; however, despite this understanding, 
Catherine repeatedly expressed a preference for the whole class over the guided-
writing context. She felt that the room was quieter during independent writing 
when there was a whole class lesson because the teacher was circulating in the 
room. Also, she explained that she could choose a topic to write about following a 
whole class lesson; according to Ms. Gee, however, this was not the case. 
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Case 4: Melissa 
Melissa was on an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) that included literacy 
goals, specifically for writing. In addition, she received counseling support at school. 
In the classroom, Melissa became frustrated easily and often sat quietly when 
confused rather than seeking out help. She produced very little writing during 
writer's workshop and seemed to have low self-efficacy for writing, as evidenced by 
her demeanor during writer's workshop and her answers to questions during the 
first interview. 
Evidence of change in overall writing quality. From baseline to final sample 
Melissa improved her overall score by one point and she improved in three of the 
five measured skills (see Table 25). 
Table 25 
Melissa - Writing Quality Scores from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Measured skill (NAEP rubric) Baseline Final 
Significance of experience 2 3 
Examples and sensory details 2 3 
Focus and organization 3 3 
Sentence structure 3 3 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics 1 2 
Overall score 2 3 
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In her baseline sample (see Figure 19) she composed a narrative that 
covered a span of time from receiving a phone call from her grandparents asking if 
she wanted to go to an amusement park to going to bed on the night of the trip. 
Melissa's writing was a string of unelaborated events. In addition, significant 
spelling and grammatical errors made her message difficult to understand. 
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Figure 19 
Melissa's Baseline Sample 
. ....• ~ "" ····· ··-~ ----- ·· -· · ·-·- .. · ~-···-- ····- ..... _ .,,.,, ..... ~ ·-· ··-- .... .. ·· - ····· .: . .. -· ·-q;, )//21 
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After four weeks of intervention Melissa narrowed the focus of her writing in 
her final sample (see Figure 20) about attending a friend's birthday party. She 
developed events in the beginning, middle, and end of the piece. Further, she 
elaborated on her ideas by including her own emotions, including details about her 
feelings as guests arrived (e.g., "I was reavlead [relieved] when some of the other 
girls arrived)" and about her leaving (e.g., "My mom pick me up from the house and 
we went home I was felling [feeling] sad cause I was leaving and happy because I 
had a good time."). When writing her final sample, Melissa was also given the option 
to type her piece, wh:ich aided in its comprehensibility. 
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Figure 20 
Melissa's Final Sample 
Iv·Iom! but 1 don't even have a present or a costume (I need a 
costume because it was a costume party it \•vas theamed 
anamels I '\•vas a little nervous] Murrtte wiH be so madl Jessica 
realy murrettc won't mind . when I got to Murrette's birthday 
part)r I was the first to come. Me and Murrette played vvith 
some rubber duckies. Murn!tte said it was fine about the no 
present or costume. [I was feeling reavleadl some other girls 
arrived "~Ne played ring toss and niri played panio thay also 
played tag but I didn'twant to play. I won a toy. Then we had 
pizza. It feel on my lap [ l was feeling mad and s<;Jd] I cleand it 
up and got anther s1i<.:e of pizza. Then it was time fur cake we 
all singed to murrette the song Happy BitThdny. Then 
M uttcrrtc: hlcvv out her candle then we all had cake I was 
feeling happy beacuse nmrrette blew out her candle. My mom 
pick m€ up from the house and w•e whenthome l was felling 
o·,, 
sad cuse I was leaveing and happy cuse I had a good tirife. THE 
END 
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Melissa's revising behaviors with regard to number and variety improved 
substantially from baseline to final sample (see Table 26). At the start of the study, 
it was clear that she had very little knowledge of the writing process, particularly 
what it meant to revise her work. From draft to published copy Melissa rewrote 3 
versions of the same :)tory. She made no marks on her paper indicating a deliberate 
revision. It seemed that she lacked the understanding of how a rough draft should 
relate to a final copy, and rather viewed each writing period as a new writing event. 
A memo recorded before an in-process interview with Melissa on October 10, 2012 
read: 
This conversation [the interview] took place after I noticed that Melissa had 
written three versions of the same story in her draft book, with little to know 
deliberate revisions marked. It led me to question if she understood the 
purpose of revision- that the drafts should improve from one to the next. 
Instead, she seemed to sit down each day and write the story again, without 
the understanding that she should be working to improve her writing. 
(Memo, October 10, 2012) 
Another memo recorded later that same day read: 
In Melissa's revised piece, which I'm going to take back to her and ask her 
about today, she had a first draft, a second draft, which was different from 
the first draft, included different information, but had some circles and 
markings on it as if she was trying to show she revised, but didn't make 
deliberate revisions. She just circled areas of text. And then she had a final 
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copy, which was again different. So really she wrote three different drafts of 
the same piece, but didn't appear to make any deliberate revisions to 
improve the quality of the piece. So that's obviously very time consuming. 
She's really not understanding why we move from draft to draft, or how to go 
into a piece to select places for improvement. (Memo, October 10, 2012) 
During the interview that afternoon, Melissa was unable to clearly explain 
her decision-making from one draft to the next: 
I: I was wondering if you would tell me- I couldn't quite figure out what was 
the draft, and where your revisions were. So I know that this is your final 
[researcher points to the published copy]. This looks like a first draft. I see it 
says "old" and then "new", and you have some things in boxes [on one draft], 
and then you have your final. So I couldn't figure out why you boxed what 
you boxed. So I wonder if you could just explain to me the process that you 
went through as you did this piece of writing. 
S: Well, it- when I did the old, I'm-sorry-
I: No, it's okay. 
S: I- I wrote it, just like I wrote every other-
I: Uh-huh. 
S: And then when I looked at it again ... and Miss O'Hara said we had to like 
change some parts of the story. 
I: Uh-huh. 
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S: And I read the whole thing again, I'm like shaking my head no [believes her 
writing was not good]. 
1: Okay. 
S: So I crossed out these, you see there [entire first draft]. 
I: Oh, I see, so you crossed out that first draft, you didn't like it? (In-process 
interview, October 10, 2012) 
As the interview continued, Melissa was unable to explain how or why she 
made changes to her baseline sample. This piece was on the same topic but 
different from both of the earlier texts she wrote. 
Because Melissa had admitted to being dishonest in her answers during her first 
interview, Interview 1 was administered again at the end of the first two days of 
instruction. During this interview, Melissa confirmed that she did not make 
deliberate revisions to her work and, instead, started writing anew each time she 
finished a piece: 
1: When you finish writing a piece, what do you do? 
S: I read it over, and when I made sure it's pretty close to perfect, I write a 
new story. 
I: Uh-huh. That's interesting. How do you know it's pretty close to perfect? 
S: I read it again. I let my- the teacher- no, no. I don't know if it's just perfect. 
I: Uh-huh. 
S: I just read it, I assume it's good, and then I just write it again. (Interview 1, 
October 11, 2012) 
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In addition to not understanding the process of revision, Melissa's responses 
made clear that she had little knowledge of the writing process as a whole. Here she 
explained that she didn't know what it meant to draft: 
I: Tell me about when you draft. When you're in the middle of a piece and 
you're getting your ideas down on paper. 
S: Uh, can you repeat the question? 
I: Yes. Tell me about- how do you draft, when you're in a middle of a piece 
and you're getting your ideas down. 
S: I don't know what draft means, so I'm a little confused. (Interview 1, 
October 11, 2012) 
Melissa had gaps in her knowledge of revision, as well. In answer to what 
revision was, the following exchange took place: 
I: Tell me about revision- what revision is. 
S: What's revision [repeats]? What's revision [appeals for the answer]? 
I: So revision is like when you go back and make changes to your ideas. Do 
you ever revise your work? 
S: Revise? I forgot what revise meant. Revise means ... [another appeal for the 
answer]? 
1: It's when you go back, you have your draft, and like you said, you go back 
and reread. When you make changes to your ideas. 
S: Uh yeah. Yeah, I revise. 
1: Mm-hmm. 
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S: Yeah. 
I: How do you make the decision to revise? 
S: I don't know if I revise or not. I'm trying to answer- I don't know. 
(Interview 1, October 11, 2012) 
These exchanges make clear that, at the start of the study Melissa was quite 
confused about the elements of the writing process. Further, she seemed to have no 
knowledge of what it meant to revise. She received credit for one text level revision 
in her baseline samples because she had rewritten the entire piece and made 
changes but did not mark any deliberate revisions. Further, during interviews she 
was unable to explain why she made the changes she did. 
Melissa's understanding of revision at the end of the unit was substantially 
improved. In her final sample, she made eleven clear and deliberate revisions. Her 
revisions included substitutions to make her nouns more specific (replacing "We ate 
some" with "We ate cake), additions to clarify her ideas (adding "ring toss" to show 
what kind of party games they played, and additional events (Pizza fell on her lap). 
Melissa's increase in frequency and type of revisions from baseline to final sample 
indicates that, during the intervention she came to understand the nature of 
revision and gained facility with how and when to make changes to her writing. 
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Table 26 
Melissa -Frequency of Revisions from Baseline Sample to Final Sample 
Baseline Final 
Sentence-level revisions 
Additions 0 2 
Deletions 0 0 
Substitutions 0 3 
Rearrangements 0 0 
Text-level revisions 
Additions 0 5 
Deletions 0 1 
Substitutions 0 0 
Rearrangements 1 0 
Total Revisions 1 11 
Edits 0 1 
Evidence of change in writing behaviors. Table 27 shows Melissa's group 
placement during each instructional cycle and related teaching focus. Whole class 
lessons are also included. 
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Table 27 
Melissa's Group Placement and Teaching Focus during each Instructional Cycle 
Cycle Whole-Class Lesson Focus Group Guided-Writing Lesson Focus 
No. Focus 
1 Today I want to teach you a Coherence/ Narrative writers think about 
strategy for generating Focus "why" they would write a 
ideas. Think of a person or particular story- the "So 
place that matters to you. what?" Think about what you 
Then list clear small are really trying to say, and 
moments you remember include this in a "So What" 
related to that person or bubble (adapted from Atwell, 
place (Calkins, 2006, p. 1- 2002, p. 77) 
26). [October 11, 2012) 
Good personal narrative You can't write about 
writing is about a "seed," not everything. As a writer, it's 
a giant watermelon topic. important to "find your angle" 
You "zoom-in" to tell the on a big topic. In other words, 
most important parts of the you need to narrow it down to 
story (Calkins, 2006, p. 27- something you can write about 
36). (October 15, 2012) -write about "a 
slice" (Fletcher & Portalupi, 
2004, p. D-16). (October 16, 
2012) 
I'm going to show you Once you have narrowed your 
something you could add to topic, you can use a story 
your story mountain to help mountain to help you plan. 
you write even better. You (October 17, 2012) 
can add bubbles to explain 
how you were feeling at 
different parts of the story. 
This is called your internal 
story. What was the "big 
feeling" during the 
beginning middle and end 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 103-113)? 
I (October 18, 2012) 
2 Our lives are not just what Idea Good writers use supporting 
happens to us, they are our development details - If someone makes a 
response to what happens to statement, we expect them to 
us. Today, as I read the text, back it up. The same thing is 
listen for the ways the true in writing. If you make a 
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author showed emotion in statement, it's important to 
her story. Think of ways you give examples and details to 
can bring out the internal support what you have said. 
story in your narrative You can use details support 
(Calkins, 2006, p. 103-113). general statements (Fletcher & 
(October 22, :Z012) Portalupi, 2004, p. 1-17). 
(October 19, 2012) 
One strategy for writing a Use verbs in your writing that 
good ending i.s telling the show an action and create a 
part that happened at the picture in the reader's mind 
end and then giving a (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, p. 
response statement- or a L-23). (October 23, 2012) 
feeling/ opinion statement Continue previous lesson. 
about how you felt at the (October 24, 2012) 
end of the experience 
(Fletcher & Portalupi, 2004, 
IP· D-23). (October 25, 2012) 
3 Today it's time to choose Idea Continue previous lesson. 
your topic. Watch as I development (October 26, 2012) 
reread the ideas in my 
writer's notebook and think 
about which one is worth 
developing into a story that 
I'd like to publish (Calkins, 
2006, p. 59-68). (November 
1, 2012) 
You can put a box around Today, when you write, try to 
the beginning, middle, and use the best, most precise 
end of your s:tory to make nouns you possible can. This 
sure you have enough will give the reader a clear 
details. (Adapted from picture of what's going on in 
Calkins, 2006, p. 147-146). your writing. (Fletcher & 
Writers can use a revising Portalupi, 2004, p. L-22). 
checklist to help accomplish [November 2, 2012) 
this. (November 8, 2012) Continue previous lesson. 
I (November 7, 2012) 
4 During this cycle, students Revising You can use a partner to give 
published and celebrated groups you feedback when you feel 
their writing. (November 15 like you're done. Today we will 
& 16, 2012) practice how to give and get 
purposeful feedback. 
(November 13 & 14 2012) 
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As evident in Figure 21, Melissa displayed an increase in her ability to apply 
new writing strategies from baseline to final sample. Writing samples and 
interview data indicated that Melissa made the most growth as a writer in the areas 
of staying focused within a piece of writing and replacing general nouns with more 
specific nouns. 
Figure 21 
Melissa- Frequency of Strategy Application at each Intervention Cycle 
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Narrowed focus ofwriting. At baseline, Melissa's writing had a beginning, 
middle, and end, but the events were poorly organized. During Cycle 1, in her 
guided writing group Melissa received instruction on narrowing her topic focus. 
During a guided writing lesson on October 16, Ms. Gee modeled how to narrow the 
time focus and then held individual conversations with students to help them apply 
ideas from the lesson to their own writing. The following field notes were recorded 
after talking with Ms. Gee following this lesson: 
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Ms. Gee reflects that Melissa didn't get what was going on in the small group. 
[She said] "but that's good because, at least now I know she didn't get it. In 
the large group, she would have just sat in the back and smiled." (Field notes, 
October 16, 2012) 
Noticing that Melissa was confused, Ms. Gee checked in with her again during 
the next small group lesson. In her final sample, Melissa demonstrated that she was 
able to narrow the time focus in her writing, focusing only on a birthday party she 
attended, rather than including events over a span of many hours, or even days. 
Use of specific nouns. As stated, from baseline to final sample Melissa 
improved in her ability to replace general nouns with more specific ones. This was 
the focus of two of her guided-writing lessons. Following this instruction Melissa 
explained the reason for choosing specific nouns: 
I: I was just looking at this [revisions she made to her draft]. I think- start 
with your parts you circled. 
S: Well, they're nouns. It's a person, place or thing. And in our groups, we 
were working about nouns. 
I: Oh, and so how does it help you to circle them? 
S: Well, Ms. Gee wanted us to circle all of the nouns that we saw. 
1: Uh huh. 
S: So uh, Mom is a noun. And I is a noun. Present is a noun, and all of the 
circled ones are nouns. 
1: Oh great. You did a nice job doing that. 
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S: At least that's the nouns I found. 
K What does she want you to think about when you're circling the nouns? 
S: It will help us with our writing- to make it more specific. 
I: Oh. 
S: Maybe. 
I: So do you remember anything about why- or not even that you have to 
remember- but why do you think it's important to be specific with your 
nouns? 
S: Because people might not know what you mean. Guests [at the party she 
was writing about] -Are they like boys or girls? Adults? (In-process 
interview, November 7, 2012) 
In another example from later that same day, Melissa explained her decision 
to include specific examples ofthe games they played at the party she attended: 
I: And why did you feel that those [gesturing to details she has added] were 
important to include? 
S: Well, so people [in her group asked] are like, what kind of party games? 
I: Oh, so it made it more specific? 
S: Yes. 
I: What made you think about doing that? Was it something you learned from 
Ms. Gee? 
S: Wait, whaf' 
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I: What made you think about adding specific details? Was that something 
you learned from Ms. Gee? 
S: Yes. 
I: And when did you learn that? 
S: Last group- about nouns. She wanted us to put in specific details. 
In addition, following instruction Melissa replaced several pronouns (e.g. she 
for Tabitha) with specific names. In one interaction, Ms. Gee told the class the 
following: 
T: But I'm telling you. The specific detail of a name makes the story seem 
more real. Because when you're- because you're saying- oh you don't 
remember- when [your language] is fuzzy like that. It feels- the story feels 
more fuzzy [not clear]. (Guided-writing lesson, November 2, 2012) 
Melissa acted on this suggestion, including specific names in her final sample. 
Perceptions of learning contexts. When asked about the origin of her 
strategy use during in-process interviews Melissa cited a whole class lesson only 
once. In contrast, she displayed the ability to apply the strategies presented in 
guided writing group with some level of proficiency, eleven times (see Table 28). 
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Table 28 
Melissa- Frequency a_( Stated Source for Strategy Use 
Code Frequency 
guided writing- application - clear 9 
guided writing- application - some 2 
guided writing total 11 
whole class- application - clear 1 
whole class - application - some 0 
whole class total 1 
Note: The descriptors "some" and "clear" refer to the student's level of 
understanding when describing the strategy. 
Guided writing. Melissa repeatedly expressed her preference for guided 
writing over the whole-class context. She provided a variety of reasons for her 
preference. First, she explained that guided writing groups were "fun" (Interview 2, 
October 26, 2012). Further, when asked which context she preferred she stated, "I 
like small groups because I learn better." Melissa also saw different purposes for 
each context. Here she explained: 
1: So can you think about when she [Ms. Gee] just teaches a whole class 
lesson, when no smalls happen? 
S: Well, she teaches us when- she teaches us in the big group what we have 
to do. 
I: Mm-hmm. 
S: And the small group, she teaches us some things to make our story more 
better, like more specific nouns. (Interview 3, November 15, 2012) 
Of all the participants, Melissa found writing the most challenging. The 
physical act of writing, the process of transferring her ideas to paper, and the 
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attention required to sustain writing were all challenging for her. She often 
complained of having a "writer's block." Melissa's interviews indicated that she 
perceived the collaboration that occurred during guided writing as helpful. She 
reported relying on her peers in guided writing to help her overcome her "writer's 
block." Here is a typical exchange: 
S: Also, Jaden helped me get out of my writer's block when I was getting-
having a little trouble a few days ago. 
1: What helped you? 
S: Jaden. He told me that he was writing about writing Starblaster and I'm 
like- You just cleared my block! 
1: Oh, great! When did Jaden tell you that? 
S: When he was in his -when he was in the group with me. 
1: Oh, so in the small group? 
S: Yeah. 
1: You had a chance to talk with Jaden? 
S: Mm-hmm. 
1: [laughs] He's looking at us now [Jaden looking over from his seat]. He hears 
his name. And how did talking with Jaden help you? 
S: Well, I've been on the Starblaster before, and I thought maybe writing 
about it would be okay, so long as I don't use Jaden's exact story. (In-process 
interview, October 24, 2012) 
A memo audio-recorded and transcribed after this in-process interview read: 
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I want to pay especially close attention to Melissa's in-process interview 
today [above]. I notice that she started talking to me about her interview last 
week, which wasn't very productive. It was right when I was leaving the 
interview [today] and she sort of said, "Oh wait! I want to share something 
else," - or indicated that she wanted to show me something else, and so she 
said, "Remember when I had my writer's block [last week when the 
interview didn't go well]? Well, }aden helped me with it. He gave me an idea." 
And I said, "When did that happen?" And she explained that it happened 
while they were talking in their small group lesson. So I want to look at this a 
little bit more closely, as evidence that collaboration in the small group can 
help students through difficult parts of their writing, as well as can help them 
generate ideas or come to ideas that they would not have come to alone. 
Later in the same memo: 
Melissa was sitting [the week before] with her special education teacher 
[Miss Green], and she was trying to get Melissa to produce something, and 
she [Melissa] just kept explaining that she was having writer's block. And so 
it wasn't- she didn't start feeling better about that piece until she talked with 
]aden [later during a small group] and identified that [discussion] as the 
thing that got her through the block and got her thinking of new ideas. 
In the next example, Melissa explained how she was able to use feedback she 
obtained during guided writing to revise her work. This exchange occurred after 
the students had worked collaboratively in a revising group: 
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1: So how is your writing going today? 
S: Good. 
I: Yeah? I see you have a note here- "I need to add why I needed a costume." 
Where did that note come from on your typed copy? 
S: My little group. Cameron told me that I need to add why I needed a 
costume, and Ms. Gee said that too, I think. [To Cameron] Did you say that or 
did Ms. Gee? That I need to add why I needed a costume? 
Cameron: Yeah, we both said it. 
1: They both said it? And why do you think that's important information? 
S: Well, maybe they got confused because this is what I had before: [reads 
from draft] Mom, I don't even have a present or a costume. It was themed 
animals. Would that make sense? 
1: What? 
S: If I said, "Mom I don't even have a present or a costume. She will be so 
mad. It was themed animals." Do you think that would make [more] sense? 
1: Oh, I see. So now [at this moment] you're writing- I need a costume 
because [it was a costume party] ... (In-process interview, November 14, 
2012) 
Melissa also reflected that she enjoyed the guided-writing context because it 
gave her the opportunity to interact more with her teacher. 
S: And well, I really like both groups, but small groups, you get to like talk to 
Miss O'Hara and make things more specific-like. 
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1: Oh. So you get to talk to Miss O'Hara more? 
S: Mm-hmm. 
I: Great. 
S: And we get to like talk about [our] questions and say questions and stuff. 
1: Does it help to have those answered right away? 
S: Yeah, cause it will help us with our writing. (Interview 3, November 15, 
2012) 
In the guided-writing context Melissa knew she had more time to interact with her 
teacher, and this allowed her to ask questions, and have them answered while 
working on her own writing. 
Whole class. Melissa rarely mentioned whole-class lessons during interviews. 
Like Cameron and Corey she found it difficult to name what she had learned in the 
whole class. In the following memo the researcher reflects on how little students, 
including Melissa, mentioned the whole-class context during interviews: 
I have not had any of the students mention to me anything that happened 
during the whole-class lessons. I have to look at the interviews closer, but 
today Catherine mentioned her small group. Cameron, no- Corey talked 
about his small group- adding dialogue. Cameron talked about developing 
part of his story. Melissa talked about using a story mountain, which she 
learned how to do in small group and is using it for planning. She was right 
on about how she used her mountain to plan, which she's not always [able to 
do]- she's done more strategy naming than really explaining strategy 
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application in the past. So all of the students sort of explained their skills with 
different levels of expertise, but all of them mentioned what was going on in 
their small group. None of them mentioned what had been going on in the 
whole class. And that's held pretty true so far. (Memo, October 24, 2012) 
In this interaction, Melissa mistakenly described what occurred in her small 
group as what happened during the whole class. Confused at first by this switch the 
researcher probed further and determined that she could not remember the whole 
class lesson that occurred the day before. 
I: Okay. And now I want you to think about your last whole class lesson. So 
that would have been yesterday. 
S: Mm-hmm. 
I: Were you in writing yesterday? 
S: Yes. 
I: Can you tell me what it was about? 
S: Finding- hold on, I've got some of my lesson- here it is. Well, it's ... We- we 
found verbs. 
I: Okay. 
S: Action verbs like got, yelled, was, checked, sleep, shook, told, looked, 
watched. How was that? 
I: Okay. Hold on a second, I thought that you did that in your small group. Did 
you do that yesterday [during the whole class lesson], too? 
S: Wait, oh, I mean, I'm confused. 
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1: Okay, so yesterday when Miss O'Hara brought the whole class together, 
what did she teach you about? 
S: Well, uh urn ... 
1: It's okay if you're not sure. That's fine. 
S: I'm not really sure. (Interview 2, October 26, 2012) 
Melissa also perceived some of the lessons presented in the whole class as 
confusing. In the following interaction she is trying to explain why Ms. Gee had the 
class circle parts of their drafts. This lesson was intended to help them identify the 
beginning, middle, and end of their writing and then question whether each part 
included sufficient details. 
1: [Looking at a photocopy of a writing sample] Okay, so this is like what Miss 
O'Hara modeled with, and she did some circling. So tell me what this circling 
was for? 
S: Well she wanted, I think that she wanted us to circle every sentence that I-
that we said. 
1: Okay, and why was that? 
S: I don't really remember. 
1: Okay, and some of what you circled is dialogue. Do you remember why you 
circled what you circled in your piece? 
S: Yes, because I think I- Miss O'Hara wanted us to circle every sentence or 
square every sentence, what we said in our story. I think that's what she said 
anyway. (In-process interview, October 10, 2012) 
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Summary. Post intervention, Melissa improved her overall writing score by 
one point from baseline to final sample. In particular she grew in her ability to 
narrow the focus of her writing and use specific nouns in place of pronouns or more 
general nouns. 
Melissa perceived the guided-writing context as a time when she could 
collaborate with classmates. She described this collaboration as helpful to her at 
times when writing was particularly difficult. Further, Melissa explained that 
participation in writing groups provided her with the opportunity to interact with 
her teacher more frequently and ask her questions as she applied new strategies. 
Conversely, Melissa rarely mentioned the whole-class context as a source of 
learning. In the few instances when she did, she often either could not accurately 
remember what occurred in the whole class lesson or was confused about the goal 
of the lesson. 
Cross-Case Comparilsons 
The forthcoming section will explore patterns that arose across the studies of 
the four participants. 
Evidence of change in overall writing quality. All study participants 
improved their overall writing quality from baseline to final sample. Analysis of 
weekly writing samples revealed that, across the four cycles of instruction students 
also increased the number of revisions they made to their work. Particularly 
important is that each student increased the number of text level revisions- Corey 
from 0 to 4, Cameron and Melissa from 1 to 6, and Catherine from 1 to 4. This 
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indicates that, from baseline to final sample, students demonstrated the ability to 
make deep-level changes to their work, those that result in improving the quality of 
the piece overall, as opposed to surface level changes which have been found to 
dominate the revisions made by struggling writers (MacArthur & Graham, 1987, 
McCutcheon, 1995). 
Of the four participants, Melissa demonstrated the most substantial growth 
in her knowledge of revision. Interview data revealed that Melissa had little to no 
knowledge of the process of revision, or the other elements in the writing process, at 
the start ofthe study. Interviews showed Melissa to be confused by questions about 
the writing process and often appealing for answers from the researcher. Looking 
to her writing showed that, rather than making revisions with the intent to improve 
one draft to the next Melissa saw each time she approached her work as a new 
writing event and rewrote versions of the same story. In contrast, in her final 
sample, Melissa increased her revisions in both number, from 1 to 11, and in variety. 
She was also able to talk more coherently about changes she made to her work. 
Evidence of change in writing behaviors. All participants showed evidence 
of applying their strategy knowledge to a greater extent from baseline to final 
sample; however, they differed in the strategies they applied. Notably, participants' 
increase in strategy application was closely aligned with their group placement for 
guided-writing lessons. Table 29 shows each participant's group placement in 
Cycles 1 through 3, as no new strategies were presented in Cycle 4, as well as the 
areas of improved strategy application for each student. 
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Table 29 
Participants' Group Placement and Changes in Writing Behaviors 
Student Cyde1 Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Areas of 
Improved 
Strategy 
Application 
Corey Structure Idea Idea Elaborates 
development development with relevant 
details, uses 
dialogue, 
increases 
engagement 
Cameron Coherence and Idea Coherence and Creates and 
focus development focus uses a plan for 
writing, uses 
dialogue, 
develops ideas 
with relevant 
details 
Catherine Structure Coherence and Idea Narrows focus 
focus development of writing, 
develops ideas 
with relevant 
details, uses 
dialogue, 
increases 
engagement 
Melissa Coherence and Coherence and Coherence and Narrows focus 
focus focus focus of writing, uses 
specific nouns 
In addition to increasing their strategy application Corey and Catherine also 
demonstrated gains in engagement. Corey identified initiating writing as difficult at 
the start of the study. By the start of Cycle 2, Corey had become much more focused 
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while writing independently. When asked he attributed the change in his ability to 
get started to a conference he had with Ms. Gee during which she facilitated the 
creation of a list of meaningful topics he might write about. Once Corey knew the 
direction of his writing he was able to get started and sustain writing. 
Catherine's disengagement occurred during whole-class lessons, rather than 
during independent writing time. In this context she was often observed sitting at 
the back of the class and was rarely attentive to the lesson, as evidenced by such 
behaviors as rocking, playing with items on the floor, and rarely looking towards the 
teacher or students who offered responses. In contrast, during guided-writing 
lessons Catherine was attentive and frequently responded to teacher requests for 
input. Simply reducing the group size minimized Catherine's ability to sit far away 
from the group and disengage. Further, during guided writing students were 
generally working on their own writing under the guidance of their teacher, within 
a few minutes. This pacing and active engagement supported Catherine in her 
ability to attend to the guided-writing lesson. 
The individual conversations students had with Ms. Gee during guided 
writing also proved to be quite powerful for some participants. Corey, Catherine, 
and Melissa all referenced individual conversations as a source of strategy use in 
their writing. Corey attributed his growing understanding of how and when to use 
dialogue to the collaborative discussion that had occurred in his group. Field notes 
revealed Ms. Gee carefully scaffolding instruction with Catherine in the guided-
writing context, sometimes returning to talk with her two or three times during one 
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group lesson and each time being more explicit in her talk and directions. This 
resulted in changes to Catherine's work such as focusing her ideas by deleting 
extraneous details and attempting to add relevant dialogue. Melissa explained that 
the increased access she had to Ms. Gee, and the ability to ask questions as they 
arose while she was writing, was helpful to her. 
Cameron, rather than citing discussions with Ms. Gee as the source of his 
revisions, looked to peers in his group to assist him when he experienced difficulty 
applying a new strategy. Interview data showed Cameron sought assistance from a 
more knowledgeable other several times. 
Perceptions of learning contexts. Across the cases, students generally 
perceived the guided-writing context as the source oftheir developing strategy use. 
Corey, Cameron, and Melissa also expressed a preference for the guided writing 
over the whole-class context. Students stated a variety of reasons for their 
preference. Both Corey and Cameron identified that they were better able to focus 
during guided-writing lessons because there were fewer distractions when 
compared with whole-class lessons. Although Catherine did not express a 
preference for the guided-writing context, she and Corey both believed that their 
individual needs as writers were met in the small group format. Cameron noted 
that he enjoyed learning different strategies than the other students in the class. 
Lastly, Melissa named the collaboration with her classmates that occurred in the 
guided-writing context as beneficial to helping her overcome obstacles to her 
writing. 
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As stated, Catherine preferred whole-class lessons because following the 
lesson, Ms. Gee would circulate in the room and confer with individual students. She 
believed that Ms. Gee's presence during independent writing kept the class quiet. 
Further, Catherine believed she had more time to work on topics of her choice 
following whole-class lessons; however, no evidence could be found for this 
statement across data sources. 
Chapter V will present the conclusions drawn from these results. 
Limitations, unanswered questions, and the significance of the study are also 
discussed. 
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CHAPTERV 
Discussion 
Despite a consistent research focus on writing over the last forty years and 
the development of writer's workshop (Calkins, 1994) as an approach to improving 
the teaching and learning of writing, writing achievement of students in the upper 
elementary grades in the U. S. has been largely stagnant according to the most 
recent results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2011). The current model of writer's workshop (Calkins, 
1994), popular across America's schools, has its roots in the 1970s and 1980's. At 
that time writing researchers (Elbow, 1973; Graves 1983; Murray, 1968) proposed a 
model of process writing intended to be recursive, social, and more authentic in 
terms of topic selection; students were to write about topics that mattered to them 
rather than assigned topics. Over subsequent years adaptations to process writing 
have resulted in the current model of writer's workshop. While the influence ofthe 
original pillars of process writing are still present in this model, also critical to this 
approach are explicit instruction, in the form of mini lessons, gradual release of new 
strategies, student/teacher writing conferences, student sharing, and publication 
celebrations. Despite the changes made to the original model of process writing, 
intended gains in student achievement have not materialized. 
Struggling writers have been found to revise little, and as a result, produce 
less sophisticated texts than their grade-level peers (Englert et al. 1998; Sawyer & 
Harris, 1992; Troia & Graham, 2002). The current study sought to determine if and 
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how the addition of guided writing groups to a traditional writer's workshop 
(Calkins, 1994) might alter struggling writers overall writing achievement and 
strategy use. The addition of guided writing groups, defined as temporary groups of 
students brought together to address a specific writing need (Fountas & Pinnell, 
2001), adapted the writer's workshop in the following ways. Provision was made 
for: 1) Increasing opportunities for collaboration both with the teacher and other 
students, 2) Increasing instructional intensity by decreasing group size, and 3) 
Increasing access to explicit instruction, tailored to students' specific needs as 
writers. 
Almost no identified research has been devoted to the use of guided writing 
groups. In one study of struggling second graders, Gibson (2008) found that 
participants progressed from making surface-level changes to their work to making 
more meaningful revisions that resulted in an increase in writing quality. Further, 
she explained that students began to develop a "self-extending system for writing 
development," (p. 121) meaning that students increased in their strategic behavior 
and became more aware of their decision-making abilities as writers. This allowed 
them to write with greater ease and pur.pose, reducing the cognitive demands of 
writing. A thorough search of the literature yielded no studies of guided writing in 
the later elementary grades. Thus, this study was conducted to describe how 
students' writing developed and changed when they had the opportunity to 
participate in both whole class and guided writing instruction and to determine if 
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these children's experiences would resemble gains in achievement and strategy use 
documented in Gibson's study of second graders. 
This study followed four, struggling, fourth-grade writers as they participated in 
guided writing as part of a writer's workshop. The intervention took place over four 
cycles of instruction, each including three guided-writing lessons and two whole-
class lessons. During guided writing, students received instruction specific to their 
needs as writers. Whole-class lessons were intended to teach strategies that were 
necessary for everyone in the class to effectively learn the genre of personal 
narrative. 
Writing samples, weekly and semi-structured interview transcripts, field notes, 
and Ms. Gee's conference record were analyzed to understand changes in students' 
overall writing performance and strategic actions including engagement and 
motivation. In addition, interview data were analyzed to understand how students 
perceived their experience in both contexts, guided-writing and whole-class lessons. 
Cross-case comparisons were completed to show the patterns that emerged among 
student participants. Guided writing and whole-class lesson transcripts were 
analyzed to explain and interpret observed changes in students' writing 
performance, instructional actions and the teacher's use of self-regulatory language 
(i.e. declarative, procedural, and conditional). Data analyses yielded the following 
findings: 
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1. Participants improved in their overall writing performance and application 
of new strategies; however, strategy improvement varied according to the 
particular strategies taught during guided writing. 
2. Participants grew in their ability to make text-level changes to their work. 
3. Participants progressed toward independent application of new strategies. 
4. Participants perceived benefits of guided-writing groups. 
5. The teacher's instructional actions and use of self-regulatory language 
differed between the guided-writing and whole-class contexts. Guided-
writing instruction was characterized by a high degree of explaining, guiding, 
and assigning. As well, the teacher used conditional language more often 
during guided writing than in the whole-class context. 
Participants Improved Differentially in Their Strategy Use 
Studies of revision (Baker & Zimlin, 1989; Beal, Bonitatibus, & Garrod, 1990; 
Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987) have repeatedly shown that explicit instruction in 
revision strategies is correlated with an increase in overall writing performance. 
This finding holds true for both normally achieving and struggling writers. Similar 
to past findings, students in the present study improved in their overall writing 
achievement. Over four cycles of instruction, participants received explicit 
instruction in a variety of writing strategies, specific to their needs. Following 
instruction, students were instructed to apply new strategies to their own writing. 
By the end of the study, all students made gains in their overall writing achievement 
and total number of revisions. 
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What differentiates this work from past studies of teaching revision 
strategies (Baker & Zimlin, 1989; Beal, Bonitatibus, & Garrod, 1990; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987) is that, in the present study students were grouped and regrouped, 
throughout the unit according to areas of evident need in their writing. Thus, this 
work explored if students in a single classroom could improve their strategy use 
differentially during the same unit of study. For example, two writers may both 
benefit from instruction in adding details, but one writer may benefit more from 
learning how to add relevant dialogue, while another may be struggling with exactly 
which details to add. Thus, on the surface these writers look similar, but upon 
deeper reflection their needs are quite different. 
Results of the present study showed that addition of guided writing groups to 
a traditional writer's workshop model allowed the teacher not only to teach new 
strategies to all students during a whole-class lesson, but also to teach strategies of 
specific importance to individual students. This differentiated instruction resulted 
in participants improving in their targeted areas of need. For example, although all 
students in this study demonstrated a need to understand how to develop and 
elaborate on ideas in their writing, their needs within that broad focus differed. 
Cameron and Corey both received instruction in how to add and tighten relevant 
dialogue. Final samples showed improvements in their use of dialogue and ability to 
discuss how and when to use dialogue. Melissa's baseline sample documented a 
need to develop her ideas, but her writing particularly lacked appropriate, precise 
word choices. Under the same general topic of idea development, Melissa was 
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taught how to analyze her noun and verb choices to make them both specific and 
image-evoking. In her final sample, Melissa displayed the ability to replace general 
nouns with more specific ones. She was also able to discuss how and why to use 
strong verbs in her writing. 
In these case studies, teaching strategies specific to each writer's needs 
resulted in participants improving different strategies across the unit of study. 
Participants Grew in Their Ability to Make Text-level Changes to Their Work 
Struggling writers have been found to revise little, and when they do they are 
likely to focus on surface level changes, such as word substitution or simple edits, 
rather than text-level revisions that improve the overall quality of the piece of 
writing (Graham, 1997, McCutcheon, 1995). While an increase in text-level 
revisions has been obtained from teaching critical reading skills, aimed at 
identifying textual inconsistencies (Baker & Zimlin, 1989), using self-questioning 
while revising (Beal, !Bonitatibus, & Garrod, 1990) and direct teaching of revision 
(Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987), the present study suggests that the explicit teaching 
of strategies in small, needs-based groups may also facilitate students in making 
more meaningful changes. All four participants increased in the number of text-
level revisions they made to their work from baseline to final sample. Final samples 
documented improvement in overall writing quality for each of the students, 
suggesting that the revisions made throughout the cycles of instruction improved 
writing quality. 
The fact that three of the four students perceived the guided-writing group as 
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the source for their improved writing suggests the effectiveness of that learning 
context. Participants were better able to recall the lessons that occurred in the 
guided-writing context and were more likely to name guided-writing lessons as the 
source of their strategy use. Students rarely mentioned what had occurred in the 
whole-class context, and often could not remember whole-class lessons at all. Thus, 
when group size was reduced and strategies were specific to student needs, 
participants were able to both recall and apply new strategies. This finding extends 
what we know about teaching revision by pointing to the addition of guided writing 
groups as a potential way to bolster the positive results of the explicit teaching of 
revision strategies. 
Another explanation for students' increased ability to make text-level 
revisions to their work is the opportunity provided by using writing groups for 
teachers to give feedback at the moment the need occurs. Research has shown that 
struggling writers often have difficulty knowing when and how to apply new 
strategies (Garner, 1990; Troia, 2002). Traditionally, one-to-one writing 
conferences have occurred in writer's workshop to give students the opportunity to 
share their writing with their teacher in-process, and to problem-solve when 
necessary. While the one-to-one conferences that occur during a traditional writer's 
workshop offer the most intense instructional format, they can be time-consuming. 
Further, it can be difficult to strike the balance between providing all students with 
equitable teacher time and providing struggling students with the additional 
support they often need. Guided writing offers not a replacement to the one-to-one 
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conference, but an alternative that teachers might use when several students 
evidence the same need in their writing. Rather than hold multiple conferences on 
similar topics, students can be brought together to learn a new strategy, 
collaboratively in a context where they can ask questions and address confusion 
before they are expected to apply a new strategy independently. 
In her most recent edition of The Units of Study for Teaching Writing (2013), 
Calkins proposes group conferences as a means to maximize teacher time by 
teaching multiple students who would benefit from a particular strategy at once; 
however, to date, there is no research to supportthis type of work. Further, the 
group conferences are not systematic or predictable. This study offers insights into 
the use of guided writing groups as part of the overall routine of writer's workshop 
and suggests that this is one way to support students' development of text level 
revisions strategies, while making the most of teacher time. 
Participants Progress Toward Independent Application of New Strategies 
This work further suggests, that similar to Gibson's (2008) finding with 
second graders, the four participants in this study began developing a "self-
extending system for writing development" (p. 121). In other words, students in 
both studies were observed to begin applying strategies taught in their guided 
writing groups independently. This was captured through the use of in-process 
writing interviews. The ability to spontaneously and independently use a new 
strategy indicates that the use ofthe strategy is becoming automatic, thus easing the 
cognitive demand relative to how to write and freeing cognitive resources for 
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accessing information or memories about what to write. As the cognitive demand 
for writing is decreased, students may also experience fewer negative emotions 
associated with writing. For example, at the beginning of the study Corey stated 
that he preferred the whole-class writing context because he perceived the lessons 
as longer and as such, resulted in less time for him to write independently; however, 
by the final interview, Corey expressed a preference for the guided-writing context. 
He perceived that the lessons were tailored to his specific needs, and he was able to 
apply the strategies presented. Writing samples confirmed his perception. Writing 
requires self-regulation, knowing when, how, and why to apply one strategy over 
another. The participants in this study exhibited movement toward become more 
self-regulated writers. Each of them displayed a growing ability to independently 
carry out strategies taught in their guided writing group. 
Participants Perceived Benefits of Guided Writing Groups 
In his model of the writing process, Hayes (1996) made the complexity of the 
task of writing clear. He described writing as a constant interplay between the task 
environment, both physical and social, and the individual; and the individual as 
charged with monitoring the cognitive demands of writing, drawing from long-term 
memory, organizing thoughts in the working memory, and finally maintaining the 
motivation to balance these demands and produce text. Thus, motivation is 
necessary to write effectively. Typically, struggling writers lack motivation, which 
has negative effects on both their engagement and achievement (Pritchard & 
Honeycutt, 2006) . 
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Though it was not assessed, one could reasonably speculate that the 
enjoyment of the learning context and perception that the groups were valuable 
may have resulted in an increase motivation to write. If confirmed by future 
analyses, this outcome would be especially important. Each participant named 
guided writing as beneficial in some way. Reasons were quite varied. Melissa and 
Cameron noted that they simply enjoyed this context. Melissa perceived the change 
in routine as fun; Cameron expressed pride in knowing he had learned a strategy 
unique from what the other students in his class were learning. Melissa also named 
the increased collaboration with other students and her teacher provided by guided 
writing as beneficial to her overcoming perceived barriers to writing. 
This study offers insights into how using small groups to teach new writing 
strategies may have an impact on student motivation and engagement. First, past 
studies (Guthrie & Humenick, 2004; Ng, Guthrie, Van Meter, McCann, & Alao, 1998) 
have shown that collaboration in the classroom is positively correlated with 
intrinsic motivation for academic tasks. The opportunities that guided writing 
allowed for increased peer collaboration may have influenced student motivation. 
Further, students perceived the strategies presented in guided-writing groups to be 
of value, motivating them to apply the strategies in their own writing. One outcome 
of increased motivatlon is increased engagement. Both Corey and Catherine were 
noticeably more engaged over the course of the study. Corey decreased his off-task 
behavior during independent writing. He also noted that he felt he could focus 
better during guided-writing lessons than in the whole-class context. Catherine was 
204 
more engaged during guided-writing lessons, as evidenced by her active 
participation, than in the whole-class context. One explanation for the gains in 
achievement evidenced by participants is that increased levels of motivation and 
engagement supported them as they managed the complex task of writing. 
Another explanation for increased motivation and engagement could be that 
the guided writing groups provided students with a direct audience for their work. 
Sharing their in-process writing with peers and the teacher may have provided a 
context that made revision meaningful to them. When in group, the students had 
opportunities to share their evolving work. It's possible that the presence of an 
audience gave students a purpose to write well and motivated them to rethink and 
revise their work. 
Instructional Actions and Self-Regulatory Talk Varied by Context 
Ms. Gee's instructional actions and use of self-regulatory talk varied 
according to context, guided writing or whole class. Exploring the ways in which 
she instructed and used talk differently suggests that students' experiences likely 
varied not only because of the context (i.e., smaller group size) but also because of 
the ways the teacher used language as a curriculum resource during the guided-
writing group. 
Instructionall actions. Although the time allotted to guided writing and 
whole-class lessons was the same (fifteen minutes), Ms. Gee's number and variety of 
important instructional actions- explain, model, guide, and assign--differed by 
learning context. This offers some insight into why students displayed such high 
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rates of application of information taught during guided-writing lessons. In the 
whole-class context, Ms. Gee allocated most of her time to explanation, with far 
fewer incidences of guided practice or assigning independent practice. In the 
absence of guided practice students did not have the opportunity to co-construct 
text with the support of their teacher. In the absence of independent practice 
students did not have the opportunity to apply the new strategy during the lesson 
with the support of peers and the teacher. 
While her rate of modeling was similar in both contexts, Ms. Gee explained, 
guided, and assigned practiced more often in the guided-writing context. In fact, she 
explained strategy use approximately three to four times per lesson, provided 
guided practice approximately four times per lesson, and assigned independent 
practice two to three times per lesson. Thus, after seeing a strategy modeled, 
students had repeated opportunities to apply the strategy with guidance, nearly 
absent in the whole-class context. A period of gradual release (Pearson & Gallagher, 
1983) is necessary before students can be expected to successfully apply a new 
strategy independently. This is particularly critical for struggling writers who are 
likely to need multiple exposures to new strategies to apply them with automaticity. 
In addition to having more opportunities to apply new strategies with the 
support of peers and the teacher in the guided-writing context, Ms. Gee also used 
guided writing time to have individual conversations with students as they applied 
the target strategy to their own writing. This shift changed the context from small 
group to individual instruction, the most powerful instructional context for 
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struggling learners (Wasik & Slavin, 1993). During individual conferences Ms. Gee 
most often guided students as they applied the strategy in their writer's notebooks. 
In about a quarter of these conversations Ms. Gee also assigned students to try a 
particular aspect of the strategy and consistently checked back in with them to elicit 
whether they had experienced success or needed further scaffolding. Thus, she 
closely supervised student's application of new strategies in the guided-writing 
context, whereas in the whole class setting students applied new strategies 
independently after very little, if any practice with the strategy. 
Self-regulatory talk When compared to their normally achieving peers, 
struggling writers have difficulty understanding how (procedural knowledge) and 
when (conditional knowledge) to apply writing strategies (Englert et al., 1988; 
Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993; Wong et al., 1990). Thus, to be effective, 
strategy instruction must address declarative, procedural, and conditional 
knowledge. For this reason, Ms. Gee's use of self-regulatory language (language 
related to the three types of knowledge) was tracked across both contexts. 
Although Ms. Gee's rate of procedural language, explaining the steps in the 
process, was similar in guided-writing and whole-class lessons, she used conditional 
language to a much greater extent in the guided-writing context, approximately 
three times more often. The finding that students applied strategies taught in the 
guided-writing context much more often than strategies taught in the whole-class 
context suggests that the use of conditional language is critical for developing self-
regulation of strategy use with struggling writers. 
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Limitations 
Although this study offers promising insights as to how guided-writing 
groups might be used to bolster the effects of strategy instruction with upper 
elementary-grade learners, the study is not without limitations. One limitation is 
the small number of participants. While the use of four cases allowed comparison 
across cases, strengthening findings, there are too few to allow generalization to a 
larger population. Thus the results suggest promising directions, but not certainty. 
A second limitation is related to Ms. Gee's use of each instructional context. 
Whole class lessons were intended to teach skills and strategies that were necessary 
for the entire class, while guided-writing lessons were exclusively used to present 
strategies related to writer's craft. While Ms. Gee did teach several lessons on 
writer's craft during whole class lessons, with fidelity to the Calkins' (2006) lesson 
structure, she also needed to teach lessons such as how to use a revising checklist, in 
the whole-class context. These few, more broadly-focused lessons, were more 
difficult to identify in students' writing. 
The final limitation of this study is in the comparison of the baseline and final 
writing samples. Although both pieces were brought through the writing process, it 
would have been preferable if the baseline sample was produced with the same 
number of instructional days as the final sample; however, given the constraints of 
the classroom, it was not possible for Ms. Gee to teach two, back-to-back, complete 
units on personal narrative. She needed stay within the parameters of the district's 
curricular sequence. 
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Unanswered Questions 
Despite the positive results obtained from the addition of guided-writing 
groups to writer's war. shop for the four participants in this study, many questions 
remain unanswered. The first relates to how to balance the use of whole-class and 
guided-writing lessons. In this study, Ms. Gee naturally tended to use the whole-
class format for broader and more basic skills, such as lessons that dealt with the 
structure of writing a personal narrative, while she focused tightly on craft lessons 
during guided writing. Clearly, students must have both. It is difficult to know the 
optimal ratio of guided-writing to whole-class lessons, and whether this ratio might 
change according to how novel the material is and what time of the year it is 
presented. Perhaps, for example, a first unit on personal narrative might utilize 
whole-class lessons to a greater extent, while a second unit might focus more on 
craft. 
With respect to when to introduce guided-writing lessons, they may be of 
greater use after routines for writer's workshop are firmly in place. During planning 
sessions with Ms. Gee, she explained that it was difficult to jump into guided writing 
so early in the year. Students were tasked with learning the routines of writer's 
workshop, increasing their writing stamina to write independently for an entire 
writer's workshop, and learning to navigate changes in group membership all at the 
same time. Future research should focus on whether the appropriate ratio of 
guided-writing lessons to whole-class lessons is related to the familiarity of the 
genre and the time of the year. 
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Second, as is critical for each new initiative for instructional change, it is 
necessary to ask: How can we support teachers in this work? Even Ms. Gee, a 
veteran teacher, identified by her supervisor as perhaps the strongest writing 
teacher in grades four and five across the district found the work challenging. She 
struggled to implement the group activities; stay focused on a strand of lessons, 
rather than "popcorning" from new strategy to new strategy; and determine when it 
was most appropriate to regroup students. The researcher and Ms. Gee worked 
quite closely throughout the intervention, analyzing student writing and exploring 
resources and lessons that would address their specific needs. In her most recent 
edition of The Units of Study for Teaching Writing (2013), Calkins suggests group 
writing conferences, similar to guided writing, as a way to maximize teacher 
conferring time and appeal to student's individual needs. However, very little 
instruction is given in how to study student work, how to identify needs, and how to 
choose the strategies to teach. It is necessary to know the training and support 
teachers would need to carry out this work independently. 
Lastly, both this study with fourth-grade struggling writers and Gibson's 
(2008) study with second graders have suggested that guided-writing groups 
address students' individual needs as writers and support them in becoming more 
strategic, self-regulated writers. Both studies showed that participants develop in 
their independent strategy use; however, more large-scale studies are necessary 
with other populations of students, both with and without learning difficulties. 
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Significance of the Study 
Little research exists documenting the effects of using needs-based grouping, 
so prevalent in the reading classroom, with student writers. This study marks a step 
towards addressing that gap. Findings suggest that the addition of guided writing 
groups to a traditional writer's workshop may bridge the gap between instruction 
and application that is so detrimental to struggling writers. Guided writing 
capitalizes on the benefits of collaboration during instruction (Britton, 1969; 
Langer, 1986; Vygotsky 1978, 1986), the increased instructional intensity the 
results from reducing group size (Torgeson, 2004), and the use of strategic 
instruction aligned with student needs (Graham & Perin, 2002). Also critical to this 
model of instruction are ongoing study of student writing and the deliberate use of 
conditional language to explain when and why to apply a particular strategy (Paris 
et al., 1983). Studies show that the traditional model of writer's workshop is simply 
not explicit enough for writers who struggle (Danoff, Harris, & Graham, 1993; Troia 
& Graham, 2002). Given the growing importance of critical literacy skills, including 
the ability to write well and for a variety of purposes for success in both higher 
education and the workplace (National Commission on Writing, 2003, 2004, 2005), 
it is necessary to determine more effective ways to reach and teach early-
adolescent, struggling writers. Currently, struggling writers are underserved, as 
evidenced by stagnant writing scores over several decades. The addition of guided 
writing groups to a traditional writer's workshop offers a promising alterative to 
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begin to address this stagnation and best prepare students for lives beyond our 
classroom walls. 
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Appendix A 
2011 NAEP Writing Assessment 
Preliminary Holisti'c Scoring Guide for To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined 
Score = 6 Responses in this range demonstrate effective skill in responding to 
the writing task. All elements of the response are well controlled and 
effectively support the writer's purpose, audience, and form. 
• The response effectively conveys the significance of the experience, either 
explicitly or implicitly, and conveys the complexities ofthe experience, 
whether real or imagined. 
• Well chosen examples and sensory details, if appropriate, are effectively used 
to illustrate and recreate the experience for the audience. Approaches to the 
development of ideas (e.g., narrating, describing, analyzing, etc.) are used 
skillfully to convey the experience. 
• Ideas are clearly focused on the topic throughout the response. Organization 
demonstrates a logical, well-executed progression of ideas that effectively 
conveys the experience and is relevant to the writer's approaches to 
organization (e.g., summarizing, narrating, etc.). Transitions effectively 
convey relationships among ideas. 
• Sentence structure is well controlled and varied to communicate 
relationships among ideas. Word choice is connotative, specific, and precise 
and effectively conveys the experience. Voice and tone are well controlled 
and effective for the writer's purpose and audience. 
• Though there may be a few minor errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics, 
meaning is clear throughout the response. 
Score = 5 Responses in this range demonstrate competent skill in responding 
to the writing task. JElements are usually well controlled and clearly support 
the purpose, audience, and form. 
• 
• 
The response clearly conveys the significance of the experience, either 
explicitly or implicitly, and conveys some complexities of the experience, 
whether real or imagined. 
Effective examples and sensory details, if appropriate, usually illustrate and 
recreate the experience for the audience. Approaches to the development of 
ideas are usually used skillfully to convey the experience. 
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• Ideas are usually focused on the topic. Organization is clear and may 
demonstrate a logical progression of ideas that supports the writer's purpose 
and is relevant to the writer's approaches to organization. Transitions clearly 
convey relationships among elements of the experience. 
• Sentence structure is well controlled to communicate relationships among 
ideas and varied as appropriate for the writer's purpose. Word choice is 
usually connotative, specific, and precise, and it usually supports the writer's 
purpose. Voice and tone are usually controlled and effective for the writer's 
purpose and audience. 
• Grammar, usage, and mechanics are usually correct with a few distracting 
errors, but meaning is clear. 
Score = 4 Response~s in this range demonstrate adequate skill in responding 
to the writing task. Most elements are controlled and support the intended 
purpose, audience, and form. 
• The response adequately conveys the significance of the experience, either 
explicitly or implicitly, and may convey some complexities of the experience, 
whether real or imagined. 
• Some examples and sensory details, if appropriate, are used to illustrate 
experience, but they may need to be more developed or more may be needed 
to support the writer's purpose. Approaches to the development of ideas are 
adequate, but their relevance to the writer's purpose may not always be 
clear. 
• Ideas are usually focused on the topic and an organizational structure is 
evident. Elements are logically grouped and adequately reflect the writer's 
use of relevant approaches to organization. Relationships among elements of 
the experience are mostly clear. 
• Sentence structure is adequately controlled and somewhat varied to 
communicate relationships among ideas. Word choice is often connotative 
and specific, and it adequately supports the experience being conveyed. 
Voice and tone are mostly controlled and usually effective for the writer's 
purpose. 
• Grammar, usage, and mechanics are mostly correct with some distracting 
errors, but meaning is clear. 
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Score = 3 Responses in this range demonstrate developing skill in responding 
to the writing task. Some elements are controlled and provide some support 
for the writer's purpose, audience, and form. 
• The response conveys some elements of the significance of the experience 
and may demonstrate a little awareness of the complexities of the 
experience. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Some examples and sensory details, if appropriate, are used, but they are not 
developed enough to support the writer's purpose, or they may be unevenly 
developed. Approaches to the development of ideas are evident, but they 
may not be clearly relevant to the writer's purpose. 
Most ideas are focused on the topic. The response uses a simple 
organizational structure and for the most part elements of the experience are 
logically grouped. There may be some evidence of approaches to 
organization, but they may not be clearly relevant, or they may be confusing. 
Relationships among elements of the experience are sometimes unclear. 
Sentence structure is usually correct and there may be a little sentence 
variety to communicate relationships among ideas. Word choice is usually 
clear and sometimes connotative and specific, but at times it may not be 
appropriate for the writer's purpose. Voice and tone show some 
understanding of what is appropriate for the writer's purpose and audience. 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics are mostly correct but with some distracting 
errors that may occasionally impede understanding. 
Score = 2 Responses in this range demonstrate marginal skill in responding 
to the writing task. !Elements are sometimes controlled but provide weak 
support for the writer's purpose, audience, and form. 
• 
• 
• 
The response conveys a few elements of the experience . 
If details and examples are present, they are brief, general, or inadequately 
developed, and they may not be clearly relevant to the writer's purpose. 
There may be minimal evidence of the use of relevant approaches to the 
development of ideas. 
Some ideas may not be clearly focused on the topic. The response shows an 
attempt to organize the elements of the experience, and there may be 
minimal evidence of relevant approaches to organization. However, 
relationships among ideas are often illogical or unclear. 
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• Sentence structure is sometimes correct, but there is little, if any, sentence 
variety. Word choice is rarely specific and does little to convey the 
experience. Voice and tone show little understanding of what is appropriate 
for the writer's purpose and audience. 
• Grammar, usage, and mechanics are usually correct but with many 
distracting errors that impede understanding. 
Score = 1 Responses in this range demonstrate little or no skill in responding 
to the writing task. Elements are seldom controlled and provide almost no 
support for the purpose, audience, and form. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
The response conveys few elements of the experience . 
If any details or examples are present, they are brief, general, undeveloped, 
or not relevant to the writer's purpose. 
The response :shows an attempt to organize thoughts by grouping ideas, but 
groupings are illogical and there is little or no evidence of relevant 
approaches to organization. Relationships among elements are mostly 
unclear. 
Sentence structure is often incorrect; word choice is often unclear and 
inappropriate; and there is little or no control of appropriate voice and tone. 
Grammar, usage, and mechanics are sometimes correct but with frequent 
distracting errors that often impede understanding. 
The response may be too briefto support a sound judgment about the 
development of ideas, organization, or language facility and conventions. 
Score = 0 Unscorable: Response is too briefto score; not written in English; 
off topic; or illegible 
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AppendixB 
Teacher Participation Agreement 
Study title: 
HOW DO STRUGGLING WRITERS' STRATEGIC BEHAVIORS AND OVERALL 
WRITING PERFORMANCE CHANGE AS THEY PARTICIPATE IN GUIDED-
WRITING GROUPS? 
Dear TEACHER, 
Thank you for agreeing participate in this study which will take place in MONTH, 
2012. This form describes the purpose of the study, your responsibilities as a 
participant, and your rights as a participant. 
The purpose of the study is to understand how struggling fourth grade writers will 
perceive participation in guided-writing groups, as a part of a writer's workshop. 
Further, the researcher seeks to determine if there is a relationship between 
participation in guided-writing groups and students' strategic writing behaviors. 
As a participant in the study, you will: 
• meet with the researcher weekly for a minimum of 30 minutes. This time 
will be used to eo-plan for instruction, group students according to their 
current writing needs, and discuss any implementation issues. 
• be videotaped teaching a small group writing lesson a minimum of one 
time per week. 
• allow the researcher to photocopy a writing lesson plan and conference 
notes one t ime per week. 
• allow the researcher to copy writing samples from the six student 
participants before, during, and after the study. 
You are assured that everything collected will be kept in strict confidence. Only 
myself and my advisor will have access to the information gathered. Analyses and 
interpretation of the evidence will be presented in a final report of the study. Within 
this report, no child, teacher, or parent will be identified by name. You will have the 
opportunity to comment on the final report and you may require me to delete 
information from the final written version. I foresee no ill effects of any sort for you 
as an outcome of your participation. 
Your participation is voluntary, you can withdraw from the study at any time. There 
will be no adverse consequences of any sort from choosing not to participate or 
from choosing to withdraw from the study. 
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If you have any questions about the study or your participation in it, either now or 
any time in the future, please contact me at 570-807-8567 or my advisor, Dr. Jeanne 
Paratore, at 617-353-3285. 
Sincerely, 
Kelly C. Reinhart 
I, agree to participate in the study 
described above. I understand that it is my right to ask for clarification and ask 
questions of the researchers, and also to withdraw from the study at any time 
during the course of the study. 
Participant's Signature Date 
Researcher's Signature Date 
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Appendix C 
Student Participation Agreement 
Study title: 
HOW DO STRUGGLING WRITERS' STRATEGIC BEHAVIORS AND OVERALL 
WRITING PERFORMANCE CHANGE AS THEY PARTICIPATE IN GUIDED-
WRITING GROUPS? 
Dear parent(s)fguardian(s), 
I am a literacy specialist at the Polk School in Exeter, MA and have previously been a 
classroom teacher in grades 4, 5, and 6. I am also a doctoral student at Boston 
University in the School of Education. As part of my doctoral work, I am conducting 
a study of students' participation in needs-based guided-writing groups. This type 
of instruction is very similar to how your child has experienced reading instruction, 
in the past. For the next writing unit, Ms. Doyle will group students for lessons three 
times a week to address similar writing needs. The entire class will participate in 
this grouping. 
A small group of students who struggle in writing, as determined by MCAS scores 
and a recent writing sample, will be specifically studied to determine if using small 
groups for writing instruction could have academic benefits for students who find 
writing challenging. I would like to understand how struggling fourth grade writers 
will perceive participation in guided-writing groups and if there is a relationship 
between participation in guided groups and students' strategic writing behaviors. 
I would like your consent for your child to participate in this study. 
Students who are not: selected as participants will: 
• engage in small group lessons that may be videotaped by the researcher. 
If chosen to be a participant in the study, your child will: 
• participate in three semi-structured interviews with the researcher. 
• participate in weekly "in-process" interviews during which the researcher 
will talk to your child about his/her decision-making while writing. 
• have his/her writer's notebook photocopied one time per week. 
• have samples of his/her writing collected before and after the study. 
• be videotaped one time per week during a guided writing lesson. 
The research will take place during one personal narrative unit in October and 
November, 2012. 
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You are assured that everything collected will be kept in strict confidence. Only 
myself and my advisor will have access to the information gathered. No child, 
teacher, or parent wiB be identified by name in the analyses and final report of the 
research. I foresee no ill effects of any sort for you as an outcome of your 
participation. 
Your child's participation is voluntary and, you can withdraw him/her from the 
study at any time. There will be no adverse consequences of any sort from choosing 
not to participate or from choosing to withdraw from the study. 
Attached to this cover letter, you will find a more detailed description of the 
research I would like to do in your child's classroom, including information about 
specific benefits to your child and study procedures. If you have any questions 
about the study or your child's participation in it, either now or any time in the 
future, please contact me at XXX-XXX-XXXX or my advisor, Dr. Jeanne Paratore, at 
XXX-XXX-XXXX. 
Sincerely, 
Kelly C. Reinhart 
I, agree to allow my child to participate in 
the study described above. I understand that it is my right to ask for clarification 
and ask questions of the researchers, and also to withdraw from the study at any 
time during the course of the study. 
Parent/Guardian Signature Date 
Researcher's Signature Date 
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Hi STUDENT NAME, 
AppendixD 
Student Assent 
My name is Mrs. Reinhart, and I'll be working in your classroom for the next couple 
of weeks. I'm a reading teacher at Polk and also a student at Boston University. I am 
interested in learning more about teaching writing and how we, as teachers, can get 
better at teaching writing. I'd like to work with you, in order to help me do this. If 
you agree, you will: 
• talk with me once a week about some of the decisions you are making as you 
write. 
• be interviewed three times about yourself as a writer. 
• be videotaped in a small-group writing lesson once a week. This will not be 
just a video of you. The entire group you are working with will be 
videotaped. 
• agree to let me copy samples of your writing. 
I think this work will help us figure out how to teach writing even better than Ms. 
Gee already does. Would you agree to participate? 
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Name 
Appendix E 
Conference Record 
How's it going? Specific 
Compliment 
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Teaching Point 
Appendix F 
Corey's Baseline Sample 
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AppendixG 
Cameron's Baseline Sample 
__ ____ ,_ .. -.. __ .... . ..::.. .. -- ~----···--- -.!._~~- ---.........__ ...... ____ .... .. ~- - - · _,_ _ __ , ______ __ _____ .. .,. ___ _______ _______ _ 
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AppendixH 
Catherine's Baseline Sample 
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Appendix I 
Melissa's Baseline Sample 
. - .. ......... _.--~ ·- - · '• . ~ ~ - .. - . . ·-
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Appendix} 
Writer's Workshop Implementation Checklist 
Additional Observations 
Date: 
Duration of 
workshop: 
Components of Workshop ,(if Additional Observations 
present 
10- 15 minute mini lesson 
Mid-workshop share 
End of workshop share 
Student conferences 
Adheres to conference routine 
• How's it going? 
• Specific complement 
• Teaching point 
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AppendixK 
Guided Writing Fidelity of Implementation Checklist 
Additional Observations 
Date: 
Duration of 
workshop: 
Guided-writing Groups Implementation Checklist 
Components ofworkshop ,(if Additional Observations 
present 
3 15-minute guided-writing 
groups 
5-10 minute mini lesson 
Student sharing/application to 
writing 
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Appendix L 
Interview One: Writer's background 
• Student will bring writer's notebook to this interview. 
1. Tell me about yourself as a writer. 
a. What do you like to write about? 
b. When do you write? 
a. What do you do well when you write? What's easy for you? 
b. Is anything difficult for you as a writer? 
c. When you finish writing, what do you do? 
2. Tell me about the process you go through as a writer. 
a. How do you choose what to write about? 
b. How do you get ready to write? 
c. How do you draft? (get your ideas down on paper) 
d. What is revision? 
i. Do you revise your work? 
ii. Can you find a place in your writer's notebook where you 
revised your work? Tell me about the decisions you made. 
Why did you make these changes? 
e. What is editing? 
i. Do you edit your work? 
ii. Can you find a place in your writer's notebook where you 
edited your work? Tell me about the decisions you made. Why 
did you make these changes? 
3. Is any part of the process especially easy for you? 
4. Is any part of the process especially difficult for you? 
a. When writing is difficult for you, what do you do? 
5. Does any one ' elp you with your writing? 
a. What does (that person) do to help? 
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AppendixM 
Interview Two: Perceptions of beginning the grouping intervention and 
experiences in the groups 
1. Create a context for the discussion: 
a. What are you writing about right now? 
b. How /why did you choose this topic. 
c. What are your goals for this piece of writing? 
d. How's it going? 
e. Have you made any revisions? 
i. If yes, can you find a place in your writer's notebook where you 
revised your work? Tell me about the decisions you made. 
Why did you make these changes? 
2. Think about the last whole class writing lesson. What was it about? 
a. Were you able to use this lesson in your writing? How? 
3. Think about the last small group writing lesson. What was it about? 
a. Were you able to use this lesson in your writing? How? 
4. If your teacher asked you to choose either whole class or small group lessons, 
which would you choose? (and why) 
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AppendixN 
Inte1rview Three: Reflection on the writing unit 
1. Tell me about this past unit of study. 
a. What writing strategies did you use? (Lipson & Wixson, 2003) 
b. Was anything difficult for you? 
i. What did you do when writing was difficult? 
c. Have you made any revisions? 
i. If yes, can you find a place in your writer's notebook where you 
revised your work? Tell me about the decisions you made. 
Why did you make these changes? 
d. At the beginning of this unit, you told me that your goal for this piece 
of writing was X. Were you able to achieve that goal? Explain. 
e. Do you have any goals for the next unit of study? Tell me about them. 
2. Can you find a place in your writer's notebook where you revised your work? 
Tell me about the decisions you made. Why did you make these changes? 
3. Tell me about the differences between small group and whole-class lessons. 
4. Think about the last whole class writing lesson. What was it about? 
a. Were you able to use this lesson in your writing? How? 
5. Think about the last small group writing lesson. What was it about? 
a. Were you able to use this lesson in your writing? How? 
6. Now that the X unit is finished, if your teacher asked you to choose either 
whole class or small group lessons, which would you choose? (and why) 
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Level 1: Context 
• Small group 
• Whole class 
AppendixO 
Lesson Codes 
Level 2: Instructional. Actions 
• Explain 
• Model 
• Guide 
• Assign 
Level 3: Self-regulatory Talk 
• Teacher 
o Self-regulatory- declarative 
o Self-regulatory- procedural 
o Self-regulatory- conditional 
Definitions: 
Context 
Guided writing 
Whole class 
Instructional 
Actions 
Explain 
Definition 
Small group, 
teacher- directed 
lesson 
Lesson presented by 
the teacher to the 
entire class 
Definition 
Teacher explains the 
strategy at hand. 
This can include an 
elaboration of the 
strategy explained at 
the beginning of the 
lesson 
Example 
NA 
NA 
Example 
All right, so this is one of my favorite things to know 
about writing. One of my absolutely favorite, 
favorite things. When I figured it out about writing, 
it felt easier. So I'm going to teach it to you now, so. 
Okay? So, my-what I'm teaching you is that writers 
to fill in times when you don't remember exactly 
what happened in your writing, you can invent it, 
okay? Or make it up. Or sort of fake the details, to 
fill in those gaps, Chanaiah, okay? So as long as 
they're believable and makes sense, your reader's 
gonna go along with you and believe what you say 
to fill it in, okay? So listen to it We're going to try it 
a little bit. So let me read what joann says. "As 
writers, you often draw on rea/life experiences 
when you write. If you're writing about being a 
flower girl at your sister's wedding, you could draw 
232 
Model Teacher 
demonstrates the 
strategy at hand by 
doing her own 
writing in front of 
and/or with 
students. 
upon the color of your dress, the weather that day, 
and so forth. But what happens when your memory 
is sketchy, and you can't remember some important 
details? What you can do is invent those details. 
Make them up! 
T: So I've started working on a story, another story 
from Orlando, but this story's different. This story is 
when I went on the Hog warts ride for the first time. 
So I did figure out the events of my story mountain. 
I figured out the most exciting part for me, and I 
could write it in different ways. But I decided the 
most exciting part was when I sat on the ride, and it 
began. Okay? And then !figured out the end is 
going to be is when I get off the ride. And then so I 
worked backwards from there, and I realized I 
wanted to pick an event -what I was saying to my 
group was that the line to get on this ride, Violet, is 
almost as exciting, Matt, as the actual ride. They 
really designed it well. So !figured out an event I'm 
going to talk about that was really cool was that 
the snow falls [xxx] makes it snow, and then so I 
decided to start the way it's designed, you start off 
you-you're in the herbology classroom is one of the 
starting things, okay? And I would have to describe 
that because as Tyrone brought up a lot of these 
stories refer to Harry Potter things, right? So I'd 
have to make sure I'm including enough details, so 
my readers who haven't read Harry Potter, Matt, 
wi/l know, right, what I'm talking about. I am going 
to show you how to add something else that wi/l 
help you write your story to your story mountain. 
The first thing I will add is the so what, right? I 
talked about this-why even bother to tell the story? 
Okay, so I want to show how exciting the ride was. 
Okay? So that's going to inform me about how I 
include the details. And then, something totally 
brand new. So I'm going to think about my internal 
responses. I'm pointing to my heart and my head. 
I'm pointing to my heart and my head because 
internal responses are things that you think and 
things that you feel. Okay? So it's really helpful 
sometimes on the story mountain to think-pre-think 
about how you were feeling, how was I feeling at 
the different moments. And certainly this helps to 
make sure that the biggest feeling's at the top. too, 
okay? At the top it's nervous excitement, okay? And 
all I have to do is write it. Nervous excitement, 
okay? This is just happy. J'/1 put it here, happiness. 
Right? Happy to be there. This is happy and a little 
bit like surprised. And a little impressed, really. I 
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Guide Teacher engages 
students in a 
collaborative 
conversation about a 
strategy; 
conversation allows 
students to practice, 
discuss, or question a 
given strategy, either 
in relation to a model 
or their own writing. 
was like, wow, it's snow! Right? So do you see how 
when I'm writing, orange are the feelings, right? 
Feelings that go along with that part. Okay? And 
then when I get off the ride, I really feel sort of 
satisfied, happy, right? So writers can plan for how 
they're going to include both the what's happening 
but also how the main character who's you, is 
responding to it. 
T: All right, who's got one they've come up with? 
What could you say to Grandpa? Renata, what 
would you say to Grandpa-Great-Grandpa? 
51: I don't think you're that old. 
T: I don't think you're that old. That makes sense. 
Chanaiah, what would you say? 
52: You're old, but not as old as the dinosaurs. 
T: You 're old, but not as old as the dinosaurs. 
Edward? 
53: Stop joking with me. 
T: Maybe stop joking with me. Student 2? 
54: That's very funny. 
T: Yeah, you could say That's very funny, Grandpa. 
Good. Okay, so good trying. Let's do another one. He 
laughed and asked, how about a little treat? And he 
gave me some ... 
55: Candy. 
T: What kind of candy? 
56: jelly beans. 
T: jelly beans. What other-what other ... ? 
57: Ummm. 
T: What might he give you? What would Great 
Grandpa give you? Lollipops? 
57: A Twinkie? 
T: Maybe. Maybe a Twinkie. What else? Eric? 
59: Chocolate? 
T to individual: 
T: Student 2h, did you find a spot yet? 
S: Well, I think I could put it there. The movie just 
started instead of saying all the previews. So the 
movie started because like of the timing. 
T: Because what? 
S: Because of the timing and the other stuff because 
people still getting ready. 
T: Okay. 
S: So like I could say that the movie just started. 
T: Why would you make that choice? What would 
be the purpose in doing that? 
S: [xxx] Why because like I want to get rid of that 
part and just get right to the movie. 
T: Okay, okay. So that makes sense to me that 
reading about the previews wouldn't be as 
interesting than about the movie. So that makes 
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Assign 
Teacher Self-
regulatory Talk 
Self-regulatory-
declarative 
Self-regulatory-
procedural 
Self-regulatory-
conditional 
sense as a writer. What we're working on right now 
is places not where we're taking out detail but 
where we add more details. So can you -so do you 
think that's a part where you think it makes sense 
to add more details? Because that would be an 
interesting part? [silence] Okay, can you find a spot 
and put a box around where you can add more 
details? 
T: I can tell you. I'll transcribe that for you. Oh, 
what did you pick? 
S: The science place. Is that the science place? 
T: The science place. I'm not exactly sure what 
you're describing, so I would love some more details 
there. 
Teacher directs 
student to practice 
the strategy at hand 
in writing 
T: Can you pick a time. I'm going to force you to do 
it. Part where you could add more details. So you 
should carefully re-read and then put a box around 
where you could add more details. 
Definition 
Knowledge of 
whcrt- definition 
Knowledge of how 
-steps involved in 
a particular 
strategy 
Knowledge of why 
and when -when 
and why it is 
useful to enact a 
particular strategy 
(Pearson & 
Fielding, 1991) 
Example 
T: All right, so this is one of my favorite things to know 
about writing. One of my absolutely favorite favorite 
things. When I figured it out about writing, it felt easier. 
So I'm going to teach it to you now, so. Okay? So, my-what 
I'm teaching you is that writers to fill in times when you 
don't remember exactly what happened in your writing, 
you can invent it, okay? Or make it up. Or sort of fake the 
details, to fill in those gaps, Chanaiah, okay? So as long as 
they 're believable and makes sense, your reader's gonna 
go along with you and believe what you say to fill it in, 
okay? 
T: Okay, so writers, as you go off and do your independent 
writing, what you're going to remember is, as you do your 
revising and re-reading, you want to look for a spot where 
you can invent more detail-stretch out that time focus 
even more. Okay? And if you 're at a point where you are 
continuing to write n the story, you want to think about 
those details as you go along. Making sure the story is 
clear, even ifyou have to fake ita little 
T: So you have been working on trying to figure out focus 
in your stories and control how the time moves. And one 
of the ways that you control how the time moves is filling 
in more details in the times you want to slow down, right? 
So Catherine, what you want to do is when you want to 
stretch out those moments of time focus, sometimes it can 
feel/ike you're stuck, you can't remember exactly what 
happened. But you need to fee/free to add in fake details 
that make sense. Right? So you can feel free to add in fake 
details. You can say that somebody said something, even if 
they didn't. Okay? But if it makes sense and it helps your 
story be stretched out more, you can definitely put it in. 
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Appendix P: Interview Codes 
Strategy: a strategy is deliberately employed to facilitate a part of the writing 
process (planning, drafting, editing, revising, publishing) 
• Name: Student names a writing strategy; does not shed light on whether or not 
the student understands or can apply this strategy 
• Explain: Student explains how to apply a writing strategy 
• Apply: Student references his/her writing in order to show a place where a 
particular writing strategy was applied 
Strategy Codes: 
Definitions: 
* Some codes were not found in the interview transcripts. Codes without examples 
have been left blank. 
Strategy 
Planning 
Name 
Explain 
Apply 
Drafting 
Name 
Explain 
Example 
I: That is hard. Is there anything that helps you overcome that? Do 
you have any strategies? 
S: To like, for this, I like make a little planner and then that helps 
me get started. 
1: Tell me how you choose what to write about. 
S: Well, I like kind of make a list of what I know. Like a lot of stt!ff 
about it, and I choose the one that I know the most about. 
I: Where did you learn how to do this plan? 
S: Well, Miss Doyle did it. 
I: Oh, okay. 
S: She like kinda 
I: When she sat down alone with you? 
S: Yeah. 
I: So it was like a writing conference and you guys did this together. 
S: Yeah, but it wasn't at writing ten. 
I: Okay. 
S: Like and she like did that and then she asked me to list a bunch of 
things I did there. So /listed when I rode on a camel, when I went 
snorkeling, and the animal park. And then I narrowed down the 
animal part to the ostrich attacking me. 
I: A Havanese poodle. That's right. And when you find that writing 
is difficult, so when, so adding the details is difficult, what do you 
do? 
S: Well, !just think ofwhat he does and what it-what like-whatever 
the topic is, I think what it is about .. 
I: Uh-hunh. 
S: And then I just write it down that .. . 
I: Close that for a second. .. So you try to think o.fmore about the 
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Apply 
Editing 
Name 
Explain 
Apply 
Revising 
Name 
Explain 
Apply 
topic? 
S: Yeah. 
1: I asked you to tell me about why it was important to choose one 
with dialogue. 
S: Because it would make the story better and if it didn't have 
dialogue, it would just be like, and when we went over there to the 
ice cream place. 
1: Okay. So it breaks up your story a little bit 
S: Yeah, it's like more showing it, not 
telling it. 
1: Oh good. 1 remember we were talking about this last week. So let's 
take a look at the Amazing Spiderman. That's turned into quite a 
long st01y since I saw it. Tell me about this star that you wrote here. 
S: Well, then, I did add some details. I just put this over here. And 
then put it back on star. That's where 1 put it. So 1 copied all this and 
1 copied this right here. 
1: Okay, so this whole part is a revision you added in? 
S: Yep. 
1: Do you remember why you added that? 
S: Well, because you don't know about stuff that 1 want to say, like 
what happened in the movie. 
1: Okay. 
S: Like, what Peter did because it's sort of funny. 
Ineffective Application 
Publishing 
Name 
Explain 
Apply 
Context Codes: 
Guided writing 
Small group - explain 
-clear 
understanding 
1: And what made you pick this one to do your final draft for? 
S: Well, l picked it because it was long, I guess, and it was like my 
best st01y. It was the one l had the most details about to write. 
Student clearly 
explains a strategy 
taught during a small 
group lesson 
1: And now think about your last small group lesson, 
Catherine. What was that about? 
S: About to like passing time. 
!: Hmm, tell me more. 
S: About passing time, like maybe take one moment 
that was really quick, but making it into a long piece 
of writing. 
1: Oh. 
S: Like this big you know it's like only a minute or 
so. 
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Small group-
explanation - some 
understanding 
Small group- apply 
-clear 
understanding 
Small group- apply 
-some 
understanding 
Student has some 
understanding of a 
strategy taught during 
a small group lesson; 
may lack details or 
include a 
misinterpretation 
Student successfully 
applies a strategy 
taught during a small 
group lesson 
Student attempts to 
apply a strategy 
taught during a small 
1: And why would you do that? 
S: Well, I think it's because then you go like oooo. 
1: [laughs] 
S: Ve1y interesting. 
I: Were you able to use that lesson in your writing? 
S: mmm, yeah. 
1: How? 
S: Actually sort of not. 
1: Okay. 
S: Because I had no idea what that meant. Sorta. 
1: Okay. Do you think you know now what it means? 
Because you were just explaining it. 
S: Yep. 
1: Okay, so how might you use it in the Superman 
story? 
S: Spiderman. 
1: Oh, I'm sony, Spiderman. 
S: Well what happens like the best part of the movie 
- like explained- like how - like what they did 
specifically. 
1: And what was your goal as you were writing in 
group with Miss 0 'Hara? 
S: A goal was to like to do - like pass time? Do pass 
time, make time fee/longer. Like good time to make 
you fee/longer. 
1: And why were you t1ying to do that? 
S: She said there should be like an action. It'd be 
easier. 
1: Okay. And that idea ofmaking it kind of longer. 
Did Miss 0 'Hara teach that in a small group lesson 
or a whole group lesson to everybody? 
S: Small group. 
1: In a small group. Why do you think she wants you 
to be able to do that? [scene change?} 
1: So we were talking about time passing? 
S: Mm-hmm. 
1: Why do you think Miss 0 'Hara wants you to slow 
your time down? 
S: Then like more details. 
1: Okay. And why is that important? 
S: Because more details like we [xxx} like mmm, 
they feel/ike I've been moving. 
S: Like and she like did that and then she asked me 
to list a bunch of things I did there. So /listed when 
I rode on a camel, when I went snorkeling, and the 
animal park. And then I narrowed down the animal 
part to the ostrich attacking me. 
1: Oh wow. What made you decide to do that? 
S: Cause that was like the main thing that happened 
at the animal park place. 
1: And then what's this part? 
S: That was from the small group. Like thought 
bubbles. 
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Small group- benefit 
- student expressed 
Whole Class 
Whole class -
explain - clear 
understanding 
group lesson 
Student expresses a 
benefit of the small 
group format 
Student clearly 
explains how to use a 
strategy taught during 
a whole class lesson 
I: Okay. 
S: About the story. Hold on, I forgot where I did 
one. Yeah, see, I did thought bubbles. 
/:Okay. And how do you use a thought bubble? 
S: Well, it's like what you think about the story and 
what you like about it. 
I: Okay, so how will this thought-let's go back to 
the piece that you're working on right now. What 
does this thought bubble say inside? 
S: It was so fun. Thought bubble. 
/:Okay. And how are you using that in your 
writing? 
S: Well, I don't know. 
1: Okay, so my last question today, Xxx, is if right 
now, Miss 0 'Hara asked you to choose whole-class 
lessons or small group lessons, or a combination of 
both, which would you choose? 
S: Small. 
1: How come? 
S: Because /like to write like different like write 
about like different-! like to know different things 
than the other kids. 
1: Oh. 
S: And like with just certain people that I can write 
with. 
1: Tell me more about that. That's interesting. When 
you say, I like to know something different than the 
other kids. 
S: Yeah. And then like we all then learn the other 
things. Together. 
1: Oh. So maybe you're getting a chance to learn 
some more things about writing, or different things? 
S: Yeah, different things. 
I: So Xxx,yesterday you had a whole class lesson. 
Can you tell me what it was about? 
S: Uh, I sort of forget to-/ forget what it's-Oh, about 
endings. 
I: About endings. 
S: Like make a good ending like Miss O'Hara at the 
wand shop. 
/: Like Ms. Gee what? 
S: At the wand shop in Harry Potter-that world. 
/: Oh okay, and were you able to use any of what 
she said in your writing? 
S: Unh-unh. I was thinking for the Amazing 
Spiderman about like how it was -how I felt at the 
end of the movie, like it was good and stuff 
/:Okay, great. Did Miss O'Hara say anything that 
was helpful to you? What do you remember about 
what she said? 
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Whole class -
explain - some 
understanding 
Whole class - apply 
-clear 
understanding 
Student has some 
understanding of a 
strategy taught during 
a whole class lesson; 
may lack details or 
include a 
misinterpretation 
Student successfully 
applies a strategy 
taught during a whole 
class lesson 
S: She said that like it should be-the ending should 
be better than your most story, but she like looked 
at the thing like how to the ending in like the 
reference book for fourth grade to know. 
1: Uh-hunh. 
S: And it doesn't really tell anything. It just says An 
ending has to be a good ending. It doesn't tell you 
how. She read it to us and [xxx]it's like, you need 
an ending. 
1: Mm-hmm. 
S: And we know in the ending because so the book 
didn't tell anything. It just says you need an 
ending. 
1: Oh. So do you have some questions then about 
how to write a good ending? 
S: No, I think I know how to do it. 
1: Yeah? Tell me how you do it. If you were to tell 
someone else, you write a good ending by ... 
S: The interesting things at the end, like it was 
really good and like I want, maybe like I want to do 
it again, something. 
1: Tell me what you learned about using bubbles. 
S: Well, we write down like our feelings about the 
story and what we like about it. 
/:And how does using bubbles affect your writing? 
S: It just like tells the reader like the emotion about 
the story. 
1: Why would you want to do that as a writer? 
S: I don't know. 
1: Is there any reason-why would a reader like to 
read any story with emotion? 
S: well, not /ike-because 
1: What do you think? There's no one right answer. 
I'm just wondering. When you sit down and you 
think, I'm going to put my emotions in this piece, 
what's your goal? What do you want to get out of 
that? How does it change your writing? 
S: I don't know. 
1: What did Miss 0 'Hara talk to you about today? 
S: Uh, let's see. That one tiny moment. 
1: And do you think you were able to do that in your 
writing? 
S:yes. 
1: Tell me how. 
S: Because I wrote about one moment. That was the 
gorilla ride. 
1: Oh, can you read itfor me? 
S: The gorilla ride had a long line, but when it-but 
when it was our turn, the [xx] put our backpacks 
inside a cubby thing. When I went on the ride with 
my parents-with my parents, when I was on the ride, 
I wasn't scared because it wasn't fast and it was 
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Whole class- apply 
-some 
understanding 
Whole class - benefit 
- student expressed 
Student attempts to 
apply a strategy 
taught during a whole 
class lesson 
Student expresses a 
benefit of the whole 
class format 
boring, sol got o.ff-hmm. Yeah, when l got off the 
ride, l wasn't going on same ride again, and I went 
wandering with my parents for another ride. 
241 
References 
Allington, R. L. (1983). The reading instruction provided readers of differing reading 
abilities. The Elementary School journal, 83(5), 548-559. 
Anderson, C. (2000). How's it going? A practical guide to conferring with student 
writers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Anderson, G., & Beal, C. R. (1995). Children's recognition of inconsistencies in 
science texts: Multiple measures of comprehension monitoring. Applied Cognitive 
Psychology, 9, 261-272. 
Atwell, N. (1987). In the middle: Writing, reading, and learning with adolescents. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Baker, L., & Zimlin, L. (1989). Instructional effects on children's use of two levels of 
standards for evaluating their comprehension. journal of Educational Psychology, 
81 (3), 340-346. 
Barone, D. M. (2011). Case study research. InN. K. Duke & M. H. Mallettte (Eds.), 
Literacy research methodologies (2nd ed., pp. 7-27). New York, NY: Guilford 
Press. 
Beal, C. R., Garrod, A. C., & Bonitatibus, G. J. (1990). Fostering children's revision 
skills through training in comprehension monitoring. journal of Educational 
Psychology, 82(2), 275-280. 
Britton, J. (1969). Talking to learn. In D. Barnes, J. Britton, & M. Torbe (Eds.), 
Language, the Learner and the School (4th ed., pp. 90-130). Portsmouth, NH: 
Heinemann. 
242 
Calkins, L. (1986, 1994). The art of teaching writing. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Calkins, L. (2013). A Common Core Workshop Curriculum. Portsmouth, NH: 
Heinemann. 
Calkins, L., & Martinelli, M. (2006). Units of Study for Teaching Writing: Grades 3-5. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Capelli, C. A., & Markman, E. M. (1985). Improving comprehension monitoring 
through training in hypothesis testing. Paper presented at the biennial meeting 
of theSociety for Research in Child Development, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 
Clay, M. M. (1987). Learning to be learning disabled. New Zealand journal of 
Educational Studies, 22(1), 155-173. 
Dahl, K., & Farnan, N. (1998). Children's writing: Perspectives from research. Newark, 
DE: International Reading Association. 
Eckoff, B. (1983). How reading affects children's writing. Language Arts, 60(5), 607-
616. 
Elbow, P. (1973). Writing without teachers. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
Englert, C. S., Raphael, T. E., Fear, K. L., & Anderson, L. M. (1988). Students' 
metacognitive knowledge about how to write informational texts. Learning 
Disability Quarterly, 11 (1 ), 18-46. 
Faigley, L., & Witte, S. (1981). Analyzing revision. College Composition and 
Communication,32(4), 400-414. 
Fitzgerald, J., & Markman, L. (1987). Teaching children about revision in writing. 
Cognition and Instruction, 4(1), 3-24. 
243 
Fountas, I. C., & Pinnell, G. S. (2001). Guiding readers and writers: Grades 3-6. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Freedman, S. W., Dyson, A. H., Flower, L., & Chafe, W. (1987). Research in writing: 
Past, present, and future (Technical Report No. 1), Berkeley, CA: University of 
California, Center :for the Study of Writing. 
Garner, R. (1990). When children and adults do not use strategies: Toward a theory 
of settings. Review of Educational Research, 60, 517-5 29. 
Gibson, S. A. (2008). Guided-writing lessons: Second-grade students' development of 
strategic behavior. Reading Horizons, 48(2), 111-132. 
Goldstein, A. A., & Carr, P. G. (1996). Can students benefit from process writing? 
Washington DC.: National Center for Education Statistics. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service Number ED 395320). 
Graham, S. (1997). Executive control in the revising of students with learning and 
writing difficulties.journal of Educational Psychology,82, 781-791. 
Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1989b). Components analysis of cognitive strategy 
instruction: Effects on learning disabled students' compositions and self-efficacy. 
journal of Educational Psychology, 81, 353-361. 
Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2003). A meta-analysis of writing instruction for adolescent 
students.journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 445-476. 
Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007). Writing Next: Effective strategies to improve writing of 
adolescents in middle and high schools- A report to Carnegie Corporation of New 
York. Washington DC: Alliance for Excellent Education. 
244 
Graham, S., & Sandmel, K. (2011). The process writing approach: A meta-analysis. 
journal of Educational Research, 104(6), 396-407. 
Graves, D. H. (1983, 2003). Writing: Teachers and children at work. Portsmouth, NH: 
Heinemann. 
Guthrie, J. T. & Humenick, N. M. (2004). Motivating student to read. In P. McCardle & 
V. Chhabra (Eds.) The voice of evidence in reading research. Baltimore, MD: Paul 
Brookes Publishing. 
Hayes, J. R. New directions in writing theory. In C. A. MacArthur, S, Graham, & J. 
Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research (pp. 28-39). New York, NY: 
Guildford Press. 
Hillocks, G. (1984). Research on written composition: New directions for teaching. 
Urbana, IL: National Council Teachers of English. 
Jacobs, V. A. (2009). The landscape of adolescent literacy. InS. R. Paris, D. Fisher, & 
K. Headley (Eds.), Adolescent literacy: Effective solutions for every classroom (pp. 
5-20). Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 
Langer, J. A. (1986). A sociocognitive perspective on literacy. Stanford CA: Stanford 
University. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 27 4 988) 
Lipson, M. Y., & Wixson, K. K. (Eds.) (2003). Assessment and instruction of reading 
and writing difficulty: An interactive approach. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon. 
MacArthur, C. A., Graham, S. & Fitzgerald, J. (Eds.) (2006). Handbook of writing 
research. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 
245 
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (2011). 
Massachusetts curriculum framework for English, language arts, and literacy. 
Malden, MA. 
McCutcheon, D. (1995). Cognitive processes in children's writing: Developmental 
and individual differences. Issues in Education: Contributions from Educational 
Psychology, 1, 123 .. 160. 
Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Miller, G. E. ( 1985). The effects of general and specific sel f-ins truction training on 
ch ildren's comprehension monitoring performances during reading. Reading 
Research Quarterly , 20, 616- 628. 
Murray, D. (1983). A writer teaches writing. Boston, MA: Houghton, Mifflin, Harcourt. 
National Assessment Governing Board (2007). Writing specifications for the 2011 
national assessment of educational progress. (Contract no. ED-05-R-0022) . Iowa 
City, lA: Author. 
National Commission on Writing (2003, April). The neglected R: The need for a 
writing revolution. Retrieved from www.collegeboard.com. 
National Commission on Writing (2004, September). Writing: A ticket to work ... or a 
ticket out: A surv~v of business leaders. Retrieved from www.collegeboard.com. 
National Commission on Writing (2005, July). Writing: A powerful message from 
State government. Retrieved from www.collegeboard.com. 
246 
Newcomer, P. L, & Barenbaum, E. M. (1991). The written composing ability of 
children with learning disabilities: A review of the literature from 1980-1990. 
journal of Learning Disabilities, 24(10). 
Newell, A. (1980). Reasoning, problem-solving, and decision processes: The problem 
space as a fundamental category. In R. S. Nickerson (Ed.), Attention and 
performance VIII (pp. 691-718). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Ng, M. M., Guthrie, J. T., Van Meter, P., McCann, A., & Alao, S. (1998). How do 
classroom characteristics influence intrinsic motivation for literacy? Reading 
Psychology, 19( 4), 14-22. 
Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (1997). Influence of writing self-efficacy elementary 
students' Writing. journal of Educational Research, 90, 353-360. 
Pearson, D. P., & Dole, J. A. (1987). Explicit comprehension instruction: A review of 
research and a new conceptualization of instruction. Elementary School journal, 
88(2), 151-165. 
Pearson, D.P., & Gallagher, M. C. (1983). The instruction of reading comprehension. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 8(3), 317-344. 
Portalupi, J. ,& Fletcher, R. (2007). Craft lessons: Teaching writing K-8. Portland, ME: 
Stenhouse. 
Portalupi, J., & Fletcher, R. (2004). Teaching the qualities of writing. Portsmouth, NH: 
Firsthand. 
247 
Pritchard, R. J., & Honeycutt, R. L. (2006). The process approach to writing 
instruction. In C. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of 
writing research (pp. 275-290). New York, NY: Guilford Press. 
Oldfather, P., & Dahl, K. (1994 ). Toward a social constructivist reconceptualization of 
intrinsic motivation for literacy learning. journal of Reading Behavior, 26, 139-
158. 
Pritchard R. }., & Honeycutt, R. L. (2006). The process approach to writing 
instruction: Examining its effectiveness. In C. A., MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. 
Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research (pp. 275-292). New York, NY: 
Guildford Press. 
Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking: Cognitive development in social 
context. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
Rogoff, B., & Gardener, W. P. (1984). Guidance in cognitive development: An 
examination of mother-child instruction. In B. Rogoff & J. Lave (Eds.), Everyday 
cognition: Its development in social context (pp. 95-116). Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 
Rosenshine, B., & Meister C. (1994 ). Reciprocal teaching: A review of the research. 
Review of Educational Research, 64( 4), 479-530. 
Sawyer, R. }., Graham . S., & Harris, K. R. (1992). Direct teaching, strategy instruction, 
and strategy instruction with explicit self-regulation: Effects on the composition 
skills and self-efficacy of students with learning disabilities. journal of 
Educational Psychology, 84(3), 340-352. 
248 
Scardamalia, M., Bereiter, C., & Steinbach, R. (1984). Teachability of reflective 
processes in written composition. Cognitive Science, 8(2), 173-190. 
Shaughnessy, M. (1979). Errors and expectations: A guide for the teacher of basic 
writing. New York. NY: Oxford University Press: 
Sweigart, W. (1991). Classroom talk, knowledge development, and writing. Research in 
the Teaching of English, 25(4), 469-496. 
Torgesen, J. K. (2004) . Lessons learned from research on interventions for students 
who have difficul~y learning to read. In P. McCardle & V. Chabra (Eds.), The voice 
of evidence in reading research (pp. 355- 382). Baltimore, MD: Brookes. 
Troia, G. A (2002). Teaching writing strategies to children with disabilities: Setting 
generalization as the goal. Exceptionality, 10, 249-269. 
Troia, G. A, & Graham, S. (2002). The effectiveness of a highly explicit, teacher-
directed strategy instruction routine. journal of Learning Disabilities, 35( 4), 290-
305. 
U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2005-2009 Fact Sheet, Lexington, MA Retrieved 
December 21, 2011 from http:/ jfactfinder.census.gov. 
U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for 
Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2011 
Writing Assessment. 
Varble, M. E. (1990). Analysis of writing samples of students taught by teachers 
using whole language and traditional approaches. journal of Educational 
249 
Research, 83(5), pp. 245-251. 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1986) .. Thought and language (Rev. ed.) Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Wasik, B. A. & Slavin, R. E. (1993). Preventing early reading failure with one-to-one 
tutoring: A review offive programs. Reading Research Quarterly, 28, 179-200. 
Wigfield, A., Eccles, J., MacIver, D., Reuman, D. A., & Midgely, C. (1991). Transitions 
during early adolescence: Changes in children's domain-specific self-perceptions 
and general self-esteem across the transition to junior high school. 
Developmental Psychology, 27( 4), 552-565. 
Wong, B. Y. L., Butler, D. L., & Ficzere, S. A. (1996). Teaching low achievers and 
students with learning disabilities to plan, write, and revise opinion essays. 
journal of Learning Disabilities, 29, 197-212. 
250 
EDUCATION 
CURRICULUM VITAE 
Kelly Christine Reinhart 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University, Boston, MA 
Ed.D. Literacy and Language Education, 2014 
Dissertation: How do struggling writers' strategic behaviors and overall 
writing performance change as they participate in guided writing groups? 
Dissertation Committee: Jeanne R. Paratore (advisor), Roselmina Indrisano, 
Carol Jenkins 
Boston University, Boston, MA 
Ed.M. Reading Education, 2008 
The Pennsylvania State University, State College, PA 
B.S. Elementary and Kindergarten Education, 2001 
Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA 
ACADEMIC HONORS~ 
Professor Judith A. Schickedanz Scholarship Award, Boston University, 2013 
251 
Graduate Research and Scholarship Assistance Award, Boston University, 2008-
2009 
Glenn Fellowship, Boston University, 2008-2012 
Donald D. Durrell Scholarship Award, Boston University, 2008-2012 
Phi Delta Kappa Honor Society, Boston University, 2009 
SCHOOL POSITIONS 
LITERACY SPECIALIST /COACH, Lexington Public Schools, Lexington, MA 
(2010-present) 
Provided literacy coaching and intervention at two K-5 elementary schools 
READING SPECIALIST, Brookline Public Schools, Brookline, MA 
(2009-2010) 
Provided small group and one-to-one reading intervention in grades K-2 
FOURTH/ FIFTH GllADE TEACHER, Westwood Public School, Westwood, MA 
(2004-2008) 
Taught all subjects via a workshop model of instruction 
SIXTH GRADE TEACHER, Pleasant Valley School District, Brodheadsville, PA 
(2002-2004) 
Taught all subjects via a workshop model of instruction 
ACADEMIC POSITIONS 
INSTRUCTOR, School of Education, Boston University (2008-2010) 
Taught graduate courses for Reading Education M.Ed. program. 
Pre-practicum for Literacy Specialists 
252 
INSTRUCTOR, School of Education, Salem State University (Summer 2009) 
Taught graduate courses for Reading Education M.Ed. program. 
Introduction to Literacy Practices in Early Childhood and Elementary Education 
CLINICIAN/COACH, Donald Durrell Summer Reading and Writing Clinic, Boston 
University (2006-2012) 
Provided individualized instruction/intensive tutoring to struggling students to 
accelerate their reading and writing achievement 
Coached teachers towards instructional change 
REFEREED PRESENTATIONS 
Ford-Connors, E., Reinhart, K., & Robertson, D. A. (2010, April). Teacher talk: 
Coaching teachers towards effective use in vocabulary and comprehension. 55th 
Annual Convention of the International Reading Association, Chicago, IL. 
Ford-Connors, E., Reinhart, K., & Robertson, D. A. (2010, April). Coaching effective 
teacher talk in vocabulary and comprehension strategy instruction. 41st 
Annual Conference of the Massachusetts Reading Association, Sturbridge, 
MA. 
INVITED PRESENTATIONS 
BUILD Workshop Presenter (Boston University Initiative for Literacy 
Development) 
Motivating Struggling Readers and Writers: The Challenge of the Upper Grades 
Donald Durrell Read)ing and Writing Clinic Presenter 
Strategies for Teaching Revision 
Strategies for Teaching Comprehension 
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Guest Lecturer, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 
Using Data to Inform Instruction 
Guest Lecturer, Boston University, Boston, MA 
Teaching Nonfiction Reading Strategies 
CERTIFICATIONS 
Massachusetts, Reading Specialist K- 12 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 
Member, International Reading Association (IRA) 
Member, Phi Delta Kappa 
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